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John  Hanson  Thomas,  vs,  John  T.  Mason,  and  Margaret 

A.,  HIS  wife,  and  John  Doitb. 

Laodfl  wore  conveyed  to  trustees,  in  trust,  to  sell  and  pay  the  debts  of  the 
grantors,  according  to  legal  priority.  The  proceeds  were  misapplied  by  the 
trustees,  and  i).,  a  purchaser,  whose  land  (for  which  he  had  paid  the  trus- 
tees its  full  value,)  was  levied  upon  by  judgment  creditors  having  liens 
prior  in  date  to  a  judgment  of  T.,  who  had  also  purchased  lands  under 
the  same  trust,  but  had  retained  the  purchase  money,  and  applied  it,  under 
an  agreement  with  the  trustees,  to  his  own  junior  judgment,  filed  a  bill 
against  said  7*.,  and  other  co-purchasers,  praying  for  an  account  and  con. 
tribution,  and  that  T.  might  be  required  to  pay  in  his  purchase  money,  to 
be  applied  to  the  elder  judgments,  with  a  view  to  exonerate  the  land  of 
complainant.  Afler  the  answer  of  T.,  the  complainant  filed  an  amended 
bill,  charging  that  7^j  judgment,  to  which  he  had  so  applied  his  purchase 
money,  was  founded  in  usury,  and,  therefore,  void.  Upon  demurrer,  on 
the  ground,  among  others,  of  multifariousness,  it  was  Held: 

That  the  relief  prayed  in  the  original  bill,  being  essentially  and  virtually 
against  the  operation  given  to  Va  judgment,  there  is  no  inconsistency  in 
the  amended  bill,  which  questions  the  amount  of  that  judgment — the  whole 
transaction  being  predicated  upon  one  and  the  same  judgment. 

Multifariousness  is  the  blending  in  one  bill  matters,  in  their  nature,  separate 
and  distinct.  But  not  so,  if  there  be  two  good  causes  of  complaint  grow, 
ing  out  of  the  same  transaction,  where  all  the  defendants  are  interested  in 
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the  name  rights,  and  whore  the  roliof  against  each  is  of  the  same  general 
character. 

In  this  case,  the  diffbrcnt  causes  of  complaint  are  not  inconsistent  or  different 
in  their  nature  and  character.  Thry  all  grow  out  of  the  same  transaction, 
in  which,  in  substance,  but  one  question  of  right  is  involved,  viz:  the  right 
of  the  complainant  to  be  relieved  from  the  preference  and  effect  given  to 
this  alleged  usurious  judgment,  by  the  agreement  and  acts  of  T.  and  the 
trustees. 

The  payment  of  trust  money  to  T.,  who,  under  the  circumstances,  was  not 
entitled  to  it,  whether  the  money  of  the  complainant,  or  other  purchasers, 
established  such  a  relation  between  all  of  them,  that  if  any  one  is  called 
upon  to  pay  again,  there  is  such  privity  between  him,  and  all  the  others,  that, 
he  can  seek  in  equity  to  have  the  money  restored,  and  properly  applied. 

In  equity,  the  money  paid  to  7.,  or  the  price  of  the  land  sold  to  him,  becomes 
the  fund  of  the  party  who  is  prejudiced  by  the  misapplication,  and  his  resort 
is  not  alone  against  the  trustees,  but  he  may  follow  the  fund. 

T.  must  be  considered  as  a  purchaser,  independent  of  his  judgment  and  agree, 
ment,  and  his  purchase  money  ought  to  be  paid  to  the  trustees,  and  cannot 
be  retained  by  him  in  satisfaction  of  his  own  judgments,  unless  the  prior 
judgments  against  the  grantors  are  satisfisd. 

No  arrangement  with  the  trustees  could  let  in  his  judgments  before  their  proper 
order. 

In  adjusting  his  claim,  these  judgments  of  T,  are  not  conclusive,  but  open  to 
inquiry.  They  could  be  impeached  by  subsequent  judgment  creditors,  for 
fraud,  collusion,  payment,  or  usury,  with  a  view  to  defeat  them,  and  let  in 
subsequent  liens. 

It  is  the  right  of  every  party,  in  equity,  to  question  the  title,  or  the  legality 
of  a  claim  that  precedes  his  own,  and,  by  a  successful  impeachment,  to 
render  it  void,  and  defeat  it. 

If  subsequent  judgments  have  been  paid  with  the  complainant's  money,  he 
stands  subrogated  in  the  place  of  these  subsequent  creditors,  is  interested 
in  knowing  the  extent  and  legality  of  all  the  preceding  judgments,  and, 
therefore,  has  such  privity  and  interest  as  will  entitle  him  to  implead  T,  in 
respect  of  his  judgment,  and  call  on  him  for  a  discovery  in  relation  there- 
to. 

Where  a  party  seeks  to  relieve  himself,  on  the  ground  of  usury,  from  the 
payment  of  the  sum  claimed  on  a  contract,  he  must  tender  the  amount  ac. 
tually  due ;  but  where  the  contract  or  judgment  is  already  satisfied,  and  the 
party  seeks  to  have  the  excess  accounted  for,  and  restored,  the  reason  of  the 
rule  ceases. 

A  willingness  to  allow  all  that  is  actually  and  fairly  due,  is  the  equitable  re. 
quirement,  and  as  the  complainant,  in  his  bill,  insists  that  Tt  judgment 
**  ought  to  stand  only  as  a  security  for  the  sum  actually  duo  from  the  de- 
fendant in  it,"  this,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  if  not  an  actual 
tender,  is  fully  equivalent  to  what  the  rule  requires ;  it  is  an  offer  to  do 
equity  before  ho  asks  relief. 
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The  caso  of  Jordan  r«.  Trtimho,  Q  G,  4"  «^*«  ^^^>  BsserU  the  rale  in  all  itg 
breadth,  bat  evidently  applicable  only  where  relief  ia  sought  against  pay. 
Dient  and  compliance  with  an  usurious  contract. 

T.  has  no  claim  to  profit  by  the  complainant's  neglect.  But  for  the  agree, 
ment  between  him  and  the  tnistees,  the  lands  and  funds  applied  to  his 
judgment  would  still  be  at  the  disposal  of  the  trustees,  for  the  relief  of  the 
complainant.  That  agreement  cannot  ovor.reach  the  trust,  or  the  prior 
creditors  to  the  prejudice  of  their  judgments,  and  the  complainant  being, 
in  eyery  equitable  point  of  view,  (his  lands  being  held  liable  for  those  Judg. 
mentp,)  one  of  those  creditors,  has  a  just  claim,  in  a  court  of  equity,  to  the 
relief  prayed. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Chancery. 

The  original  bill  in  this  case  will  be  found  set  out  in  full  in 
the  case  of  Doub  vs.  Barnes,  et.  al, ,  4  Gill,  1 ,  as  well  as  the 
answers  of  other  defendants.  The  answer  of  Thomas,  the 
present  appellant,  is  sufficiendy  stated  in  the  opinion  of  this 
court  on  the  present  appeal,  delivered  by  his  honor,  Judge 
Frick.  The  character  of  this  answer,  or  other  circumstances, 
induced  the  complainant  to  file  an  amended  bill,  the  averments 
of  which  are,  also,  fully  stated  in  said  opinion.  To  this  amend- 
ed bill  the  appellant  demurred,  but  the  chancellor,  (Johnson,) 
on  the  9th  of  December,  1847,  overruled  the  demurrer,  and 
ordered  the  defendant  to  answer,  and,  at  the  same  time,  dis- 
solved the  injunction  before  granted,  restraining  execution  of 
the  judgments  assigned  to  Mrs.  Mason,  directed  an  account  to 
be  taken  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  sums  to  be  con- 
tributed by  the  several  purchasers  from  the  trustees,  towards 
payment  of  the  judgments  mentioned,  and  abo  an  account 
against  Pncc,  the  surviving  trustee,  and  reserved  the  equities 
between  the  complainant  and  the  defendant,  J.  H.  Thomas, 
growing  out  of  either  the  original  or  amended  bill. 

From  this  decree  the  defendant,  Thomas,  appealed. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorse y,  C.  J.,Spence,  Mar- 
tin and  Fkick,  J. 

By  William  Schley,  for  the  appellant,  and 
By  Thos.  S.  Alexander,  for  the  appellee. 
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FricK;  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

John  Hanson  Thomas  was  made  a  defendant  to  the  com- 
plainant's original  bill  in  this  cause^  as  a  purchaser  of  parcel 
of  the  lands  from  the  trustees,  long  after  the  complainant  had 
purchased.  It  is  alleged  that  no  part  of  the  purchase  money, 
agreed  to  be  paid  by  him^  has  been  paid  to  the  trustees,  but 
was  reserved  in  his  hands,  under  an  impression  entertained  both 
by  the  trustees  and  himself,  that  the  trust  fund,  exclusive  of 
these  purchases  made  by  him,  would  be  adequate  to  the  dis- 
charge of  all  the  judgments  of  older  date  and  lien  than  the 
judgment  recovered  by  Thomas  against  the  grantors,  in  1839; 
and,  consequently,  that  the  money  in  the  hands  of  Thomas 
would  be  properly  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  incum* 
brance  held  by  him. 

The  bill,  however,  affirms  that  this  impression  i;?  not  sus- 
tained by  the  result,  but  that  the  judgments  of  Mrs.  Mason^ 
on  which  the  executions  have  been  issued,  are  prior  in  date  and 
lien  to  the  judgment  recovered  by  Thomas;  and  that,  there- 
fore, TV/omo^  should  be  required  to  pay  in  the  purchase  mouey 
due  from  him  for  the  benefit  of  these  prior  judgments,  before 
the  complainant  is  called  upon,  a  second  time,  to  pay  for  the 
land  which  he  had  purchased,  and  already  paid  for. 

The  answer  of  Thomas  admits,  that  at  (he  date  of  the  deed 
of  trust,  he  held  three  judgments  against  the  grantors,  on  the 
first  of  which  he  received  a  payment,  and  then  assigned  it  to 
Dodge  On  the  second,  he  received  part  in  money,  and  pur- 
chased from  the  trustees  a  part  of  the  trust  estate  originally  be- 
longing to  Barnes,  on  the  express  condition  that  the  purchase 
money  was  to  be  credited  on  said  judgment.  On  the  third  judg- 
ment he  received  payments  in  money,  $2,800  on  the  9th  of 
January,  1840,  and  $6,000  on  the  17lh  of  April,  1840  ;  and, 
under  a  written  agreement  between  him  and  the  trustees,  on 
the  23rd  of  February,  1844,  he  received  from  them,  by  con- 
veyance, parcels  of  the  trust  estate  valued  at  $2,312.50,  the 
note  or  obligation  of  Dotiby  the  complainant,  to  the  trustees, 
for  the  further  sum  of  $967.50,  given  to  secure  the  payment 
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of  the  purchase  of  part  of  the  trust  estate  sold  to  Doub yhnd  the 
individual  notes  of  the  trustees,  for  the  sum  of  $2,136.42. 

This  agreement  further  stipulates,  ^^that  Thomas  is  not  to 
pay  for  said  land,  otherwise  than  by  crediting  its  value  on  said 
judgment,  and  that  such  credit  is  not  to  be  absolute,  unless  the 
title  which  the  said  T/iomas  shall  acquire,  under  the  convey- 
ance from  the  trustees,  shall  be  good,  and  unincumbered,  and 
indefeasible;  that  the  trustees  are  to  extinguish  all  prior  liens 
on  the  lands  to  be  conveyed  as  aforesaid,  and  that  Thomas  is 
to  hold  said  lands,  the  note  or  obligation  of  Doub,  and  to  be 
entided  to  require  payment  of  the  notes  to  be  given  him  by 
the  trustees,  even  if  it  should  thereafter  appear,  that  the  assets 
in  the  hands  of  the  trustees,  would  not  avail  to  pay  so  much  on 
the  said  judgment." 

After  this  answer  of  Thomas,  the  complainant  filed  his 
amended  bill,  in  which  he  charges  that  the  judgment  of  the 
9th  of  January,  1839,  was  founded  upon  a  corrupt  and  usuri- 
ous agreement  between  said  Thomas  and  Barnes,  the  particu- 
lars of  which  are  set  forth  and  charged  in  the  eaid  amended 
bill;  claiming  that,  by  reason  of  said  usury,  the  judgment  was 
absolutely  void,  or,  at  least,  ought  to  stand  only  as  a  security 
for  payment  of  the  sum  actually  received  by  Baimes,  upon  the 
transaction  between  them,  and  then  prays  a  discovery  as  to  the 
agreement,  and  such  relief  as  his  case  may  require. 

To  this  amended  bill,  Thomas  has  deniurred,  and  the  de- 
murrer being,  by  the  chancellor,  overruled ,  that  decision  is  now 
before  us  for  review.  The  grounds  insisted  upon  in  support  of 
the  demurrer  are: 

1st.  That  by  tlie  amendment,  the  bill,  as  amended,  has  been 
rendered  multifarious. 

2nd.  That  complainant  has  no  interest,  right  or  title  to  im- 
plead this  appellant,  touching  the  matter  of  said  amended  bill. 

3rd.  That  the  complainant  (conceding  that  he  has  any 
interest  or  right  to  implead  this  defendant,  touching  the  consi- 
deration of  said  judgment,)  ought  to  have  tendered  his  willing- 
ness to  pay  the  amount  actually  due. 

4th.  That  in  the  averments,  scope  and  object  of  his  bill  as 
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amended^  there  is  no  equity  shewn,  entitling  the  complainant 
to  the  discovery  or  the  relief  prayed,  or  to  any  discovery  or  re- 
lief touching  the  matter  of  said  amendment. 

The  first  objection  is,  that  Doub,  by  his  amended  bill,  has 
departed  from  the  design  of  his  original  complaint,  and  blended 
with  it  other  matters  out  of  the  scope  of,  and  inconsistent  with 
it;  and  it  is  thus  charged  to  be  multifarious,  because,  in  the 
original,  he  is  charged  as  n purchaser  of  the  lands,  and  called 
upon  to  pay  in  the  purchase  money,  to  be  applied  to  elder 
judgments,  when^  by  the  amended  bill,  the  complainant  ar- 
raigns him  as  a  creditor,  and  seeks  to  be  relieved  against  the 
judgment  as  obtained  in  execution  of  an  usurious  agreement. 
It  will  be  remembered,  (hat  the  bill  seeks  for  an  account^  and 
the  proper  application  of  the  funds  of  the  trust,  to  the  dis- 
charge of  the  judgments,  according  to  their  just  priorities,  al- 
leging that  Tlwmas  is  both  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  gran- 
tors, and  a  purchaser  of  land  from  the  trustees,  the  purchase 
money  for  which,  still  remains  in  his  hands,  under  the  assertion 
that  (by  the  agreement  with  the  trustees,)  it  is  properly  applica- 
ble to  the  payment  of  his  judgment.  The  complainant,  on 
the  part  of  judgment  creditors,  prior  in  date  to  the  judgment 
of  ThomaSy  is  called  upon  to  pay,  a  second  time,  for  the  lands 
purchased  by  him,  and  insists  upon  his  equity  in  requiring 
Tnomas  to  pay  in  the  amount  of  his  purchase  money,  in  the 
first  instance,  for  the  benefit  of  these  prior  creditors.  And  fur- 
ther, in  his  amended  bill,  he  impeaches  the  validity  of  this 
judgment  of  Thomas,  on  the  ground  of  usury,  and  claims  that, 
if  not  void,  it  should  stand  only  as  a  security  for  the  sum  ac- 
tually advanced  by  Thomas  to  Barnes.  That  is  td  say:  that 
in  the  account  with  Thomas  and  the  trustees,  in  the  credits  to 
be  allowed  upon  his  judgment,  in  the  proper  administration  of 
this  trust,  he  is  first  to  be  postponed  to  the  elder  judgments,  and 
then  is  not  to  be  let  in  upon  a  basis  more  comprehensive  than 
the  amount  actually  paid  by  him.  There  is,  then,  no  incon- 
sistency  here,  the  whole  transaction  being  predicated  upon  one 
and  the  same  judgment:  and  when  the  purchase  money  is 
claimed  to  be  set  oflT  by  Thomas,  as  a  credit  against  this  judg- 
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ment,  it  is  ihe  right  of  Doub jV^ho  is  exclusively  affected  by  it, 
to  enquire  into  the  validity  and  consideration  of  tlie  judgment, 
and  the  relation  in  which  it  stands  to  ihe  otlier  judgments  sought 
to  be  enforced  against  him.  If,  as  claimed  in  the  original  bill, 
Thomas  was  required  to  pay  in  his  purchase  money,  Doub 
would  be  relieved  to  that  extent,  from  the  judgment  of  Thomas 
operating  upon  the  fund,  unless,  in  its  order,  postponed  to  Mrs, 
Mason^Sy  and  there  the  scope  and  object  of  the  bill  against 
Thomas,  is  to  obtain  relief  against  the  effect  which  the  trustees 
and  Thomas  have  agreed  to  give  to  his  judgment,  by  a  com- 
promise, which  makes  it  available  in  advance  of  the  others,  and 
upon  a  condition  that  violates  the  trust  deed,  unless  the  prior 
judgments  can  be  first  liquidated  from  the  trust  funds.  But, 
for  this  judgment,  Thomas j  as  the  agreement  shows,  would 
not  have  purchased  land;  or,  if  an  unconditional  purchaser, 
roust  have  paid  the  purchase  money,  against  which  he  now 
sets  off  his  judgment.  The  relief,  then,  prayed  in  the  bill,  is 
essentially  and  virtually  against  the  operation  given  to  this  judg- 
ment; and  there  is,  therefore,  no  inconsistency  in  the  amended 
bill,  which  questions  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  and  seeks 
to  reduce  it  to  its  proper  standard  and  value  in  a  court  of  equity , 
fof,  besides  the  value  of  the  land  which  he  purchased,  and  for 
which  he  credits  the  trust  fund  upon  his  judgment,  (and  which 
it  is  the  object  of  the  bill  to  bring  in  money  into  the  hands  of 
ihe  trustees,)  it  is  alleged,  that  if  the  actual  debt  due  to  him 
be  discovered,  it  will  result  that  he  has  received  more  than  his 
actual  principal  and  interest,  even  without  regard  to  the  other 
question,  upon  the  priority  of  liens. 

Multifariousness  is  said  to  be  'Uhe  blending  in  one  bill  mat- 
ters which  are,  in  their  nature,  separate  and  distinct."  Siory^s 
Eq.  Pl.y  224.  "  Different  subjects,  which  may  embarrass  the 
defendant  in  his  proper  defence  against  each,  and  may  require 
different  proceedings  or  decrees  ou  the  part  of  the  court." 
SamCy 231.  "But  not  so, if  there  are  two  good  causes  of  com- 
plaint glowing  out  of  the  same  transaction,  when  all  the  de- 
fendants are  interested  in  the  same  rights,  and  where  the  relief 
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against  each  is  of  the  same  general  character."  Samcy  233, 
-'34,  (note  1 J  and  6  Paige  R.y  160. 

The  complainant's  bill  is  precisely  of  this  character.  He, 
with  defendants,  was  a  co-purchaser  of  lands  under  this  deed 
of  trust.  By  reason  of  the  alleged  misapplication  of  his  pur- 
chase money,  the  judgments  against  his  lands,  so  purchased^ 
remain  open.  To  relieve  himself,  he  avers  the  consent  of  the 
judgment  creditors  to  the  deed,  and  the  proceedings  of  the 
trustees  under  it,  and  (failing  in  this,)  he  questions  the  amount 
and  validity  of  these  judgments,  calls  upon  the  purchasers  to 
pay  in  their  purchase  money,  before  he  is  called  upon  to  pay 
again,  and  claims  from  the  other  purchasers  under  the  trust, 
contribution  in  aid  and  relief  of  those  judgments  still  binding 
on  his  purchase.  ^^  The  inquiry  is  not,  whether  each  defendant 
is  connected  with  every  branch  of  the  cause,  but,  whether  the 
plaintiff  seeks  reFief  in  respect  of  matters  which  are,  in  their 
nature,  separate  and  distinct.'''  DanieVs  Ch,  Pr.,  439,  449, 
and  Attorney  General  vs.  Goldsmith^  Co.,  6  Sim.,  670-'75. 

But,  it  is  said  that  there  is  an  obvious  distinction  here,  where 
the  party  seeks  not  only  to  be  relieved  from  the  excess  of  usury, 
but  the  just  debt;  the  principal  and  interest  received  by  Thomas 
is  invoked  (by  contribution,)  in  aid  and  relief  of  the  complain- 
ant, thus  cutting  off  the  excess  of  his  judgment,  and  claiming, 
besides,  an  abatement  from  the  true  amount  which  the  rule  of 
equity  awards  him.  Conceding  that  Doub  may  properly  im- 
plead the  defendant,  in  relation  to  the  objects  of  his  bill,  it  is 
not  perceived  that  any  violence  is  here  done  to  the  rule,  and  to 
the  just  principles  which  must  always  control  a  court  of  equity. 

If  it  is  first  established,  that  the  judgment  cannot  avail  Thomas 
for  more  than  the  amount  actually  due  to  him  over  the  usuri- 
ous excess;  why  should  that  judgment,  thus  adjusted,  stand 
afterwards  in  relation  to  the  liens  in  a  better  and  preferred  con- 
dition to  elder  judgments?  Not  because  it  has  been  paid  by 
the  trustees,  for  the  payment  was  improperly  made.  It  is  the 
very  ground  upon  which  it  is  impeached,  and  the  burden  of 
complainant's  bill  is,  that  nothing  should  have  been  paid;  nei- 
ther the  usurious  interest,  nor  the  actual  amount  advanced,  in 
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preference  tcy  the  elder  judgments  which  he  is  now  called  upon 
to  satisfy.  And  thus  two  distinct  ec(uities  are  raised:  Ist^  that 
the  excess  of  usury,  to  which  defendant  has  no  right,  shall  go 
to  reduce  these  elder  judgments,  and  2Dd,  that  the  amount 
which  he  received  from  the  trustees,  over  and  above  what  his 
judgments  would  be  entitled  to,  in  their  order  of  priority,  should 
be  brought  in  to  lessen  DouVs  contribution.  This  is  the  re- 
lief asked  by  the  complainant,  and  presents  to  the  consideration 
of  the  court  the  two  subjects  in  a  view  entirely  compatible  with 
each  other. 

The  whole  matter  of  complainant's  bill  is,  therefore,  entirely 
horaogeileous.  The  different  causes  of  complaint  are  not  in- 
consistent or  different  in  their  nature  and  character.  They  all 
grow  out  of  the  same  transaction,  in  Which,  in  substance,  but 
one  question  of  right  is  involved,  as  regards  the  defendant, 
Thomas;  the  right  of  the  complainant  to  be  relieved  from  the 
[H'eference  and  effect  given  to  this  alleged  usurious  judgment 
by  the  agreement  and  the  acts  of  Thomas  and  the  trustees. 
In  this  view,  the  objection  of  multifariousness  is  not  sustained. 

2.  And  is  there  no  right  here,  on  the  part  of  complainant,  tor 
implead  this  defendant?  no  privity  of  right  and  obligation  be- 
tween them?  As  the  purchaser  of  /.  7'.  Mason* s  land ,  DouVs 
purchase  money  ought  to  have  been  applied  to  the  judgments 
against  Mason.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  trustees  so  to  apply  it. 
Such  application  would  have  relieved  the  land  from  the  judg- 
ments which  Mrs.  Mason  (as  assignee  of  them,)  now  seeks  to 
enforce;  and,  in  any  event,  would  have  left  Thom^  judg< 
ment  unsatisfied .  The  payment  of  the  trust  money  to  Thomas, 
who  was,  under  the  circumstances,  not  entitled  to  it,  whether 
the  money  of  Doub,  or  of  other  purchasers,  established  such  a 
relation  between  all  of  them,  that  if  any  one  of  them  is  called 
upon  to  pay  again,  there  is  such  privity  between  him  and  all 
the  others,  that  he  can  seek  in  a  court  of  chancery  to  have 
the  money  restored,  and  properly  applied.  In  equity,  the 
money  paid  to  ITiomas,  or  the  price  of  the  land  sold  to  him, 
becomes  the  fund  of  the  party  who  is  prejudiced  bv  the  miai- 
2        V.8 
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application,  and  his  resort  is  not  alone  against  the  trustees  in 
this  case,  but  be  may  follow  the  fund. 

Thomasy  as  a  purchaser  of  the  lands,,  must  be  considered  as 
such,  independant  of  his  judgment  and  agreement.  The  pur- 
chase money  ought  to  be  paid  to  the  trustees,  as  part  of  the 
general  fund,  for  the  purposes  of  the  trust,  and  cannot  be  re- 
tained by  him  in  satisfaction  of  his  judgment,  unless  the  prior 
judgments  against  the  grantors  are  satisfied.  For  the  elder 
judgments,  unsatisfied,  may  be  levied  upon  this  land,  even  if 
paid  for  by  Thomas  to  the  tfustees,  and  he  would  lose  the 
money  paid. 

If,  on  the  contrary,  the  elder  judgments  are  satisfied,  there 
would  be  just  pretext  for  withholding  the  purchase  money,  as 
the  trustees  would  only  pay  it  baek  to  him,  in  discharge  of  hia 
judgment  under  the  terms  of  the  deed,  or  in  his  order  of  priority 
in  law,  which  the  terms  of  the  deed  could  not  affect.  Lest  the 
elder  judgments  might  remain  a  cbaige  upon  the  land  bought 
by  him,  the  purchase  money  has  been  withheld;  and  if  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  all  the  lands,  left  nothing  to  be  applied 
to  his  judgment,  but,  on  the  contrary,  showed  a  deficit y  be  must 
be  called  upon  to  pay,  or  the  lands  bought  by  him  are  liable 
to  be  sold  for  the  deficiency.  No  arrangement  with  the  trus- 
tees could  let  him  in  before  his  judgments  attached  in  their  pro- 
per order.  He  is,  therefore,  a  naked,  unconditional  purchaser^ 
without  the  shadow  of  right  or  pretext  to  set  off  his  judgment 
of  1839,  against  the  claim  of  the  trust  to  the  purchase  money, 
and  is  to  be  treated  as  such  in  the  further  administration  of  the 
trust. 

Assuming  that  the  prior  incumbrances  had  all  been  satisfied, 
the  proper  period  would  then  arrive  for  the  liquidation  of  his 
judgment,  out  of  the  amount  of  his  purchase  money.  In 
adjusting  bis  claim,  are  these  judgments  conclurive  or  open  to 
inquiry?  Suppose  there  be  subsequent  judgment  crediton 
likely  to  be  excluded  from  the  fund,  may  they  not  challenge 
the  legality  of  these  judgments,  or  the  amount  claimed  under 
them  ?  may  they  not  be  impeached  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  col* 
lusion,  payment,  or  usury,  with  a  view  to  defeat  them>  and  let 
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in  the  subsequent  liena?  And  is  iberenosuch  privily  belweeii 
ihe  several  parlies  lo  ihese  judgnienis,  ns  to  warmnl  such  in- 
quiry? It  is  the  constant  pniciice  to  permit  a  subsequent  mori- 
ga^ee  lo  question  the  title  and  claim  of  a  prior  inciimbrniicer, 
and  lo  take  advnnlage  of  the  legal  defect  or  tainl  of  the  elder 
incumbrance.  It  is  ihe  ri^'ht  of  every  party  in  equity  to  qiies- 
lion  ihe  title  or  the  legality  of  a  claim  that  precedes  his  own, 
and,  by  a  successful  impeachment,  lo  render  it  vokl,  ami  ile- 
feai  i(. 

And  what  is  Doubts  position  here?  Is  he  less  a  privy  here, 
than  if  he  were  a  judgment  creditor  postponed  to  Thomas? 
He  is  called  upon  (o  to  pay  ihe  judgments  of  Mrs.  Mason, 
which  are  prior  in  lien  lo  the  judgment  of  Thomas^  here  in 
question.  He  has  already  paid  the  full  value  of  bis  lands,  but 
by  the  former  decision  of  this  court,  he  cannot  extricate  ihem 
from  ihegrasp  of  these  liens.  The  land  purchased  hyThcmm, 
and  not  piiid  for,  is  equally  liable  in  equity  lo  ilie  payment  of 
these  judgments;  and  DouA's  purchase  may  be  further  liable 
to  contribute  lo  the  liquidation  of  succeeding  judgments,  in 
their  order,  until  he  has  paid  for  his  purchase  over  again.  If, 
then,  subsequent  judgments  have  already  been  paid,  nud  with 
Doub's  money,  (as  necessarily  they  must  be,)  does  he  not  stand 
subrogated  in  the  placeoftheseeubsequcnt  creditors,  (as  if  they 
were  parlies  called  lo  refund,)  and  is  he  not  interested  in  know- 
ing llie  character,  the  extent  and  legality  of  alt  the  preceding 
judgments?  That  of  Thamas  is  alleged  lo  be  tainted  with 
usury;  and  if  it  can  be  successfully  impeached,  who  is  more 
concerned  than  Doub  in  defeating  il,  that  he  may,  thereby, 
lessen  the  amount  of  hia  contribution?  Has  he  not,  then,  such 
privily  and  interest  here,  as  to  entitle  him  to  call  on  Thomas 
for  a  discovery,  and  is  not  Ihe  discovery  malerial  to  the  relief 
sought  by  the  bill  ?  We  ate  of  opinion  that,  on  these  grounds, 
he  is  properly  in  court. 

3.  Still  it  is  argued  thai,  conceding  this  right,  Do^  is  yet 
Ijound,  by  the  rules  of  equity,  to  pay  or  tender  the  amount 
admitted  lo  have  actually  passed  in  the  tranEaclion  between 
Barnes  tiOA  7'Aofn(M,  before  he  can  mainiaio  hia  bill.     The 
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rulQ  is  undeDia)[)ly  so,  y^here  tt^e  party  seeks  to  relieve  himself 
from  the  payment  of  the  sum  claimed  upon  the  contract.     But, 
when  the  contract  or  the  judgment  is  already  satisfied^  and  the 
party  seeks  to  have  thjB  excess  accounted  for,  and  restored,  the 
reason  of  the  rule  ceases.     The  defendant,  here,  has  already 
received  all  an^  more  than  he  is  entitled  to,  as  the  complainant 
alleges.     The  tender  contemplated  under  the  rule,  is  not  mere 
form,  and  to  suppose  it  necessary  to  pay,  or  at  least  to  tender 
payment  of  an  amount  over  again,  where  the  allegation  is.  that 
the  defendant  received  more  than  bis  due,  would  be  a  wide 
departure  from  the  paths  of  equity.     A  willingness  to  allow  all 
that  is  actually  and  fairly  due,  is  the  equitable  requirement, 
and  this  the  complainant  has  expressly  reserved  to  the  defen- 
dant in  bis  bill.     He  asks  for  a  discovery  of  what  was  actually 
paid  by  Thomas  to  Barnes,  and  insists  that  the  judgment  is 
void,  by  reason  of  the  usury,  and  that,  ^^at  least,  it  ought  to 
stand  only  as  a  security  for  the  sum  actually  realised  by  Barnes^ ' 
from  the  transactions  between  them.    And  is  not  this,  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case,  if  not  an  actual  tender,  equivalent 
fully  to  what  the  rule  requires,  an  offer  do  do  equity  before  he 
asks  relief?    If  he  is  to  pay  down  the  actual  principal  and  in- 
terest of  this  debt;  that  is,  in  fact,  to  pay  the  debt  over  again, 
before  he  can  even  ask  relief,  the  doors  of  chancery  are  closed 
upon  him.     It  is  a  denial  of  all  relief.     The  cose  of  Jordan 
and  TrumbOy  6  (r.  4*  J-y  103,  it  is  true,  asserts  the  rule  in  all 
its  breadth,  but  evidently  applicable  only  where  relief  is  sought 
against  payment  and  compliance  with  an  usurious  contract. 
For  it  is  said,  ^^  after  payment  of  the  claim,  he  may  pray  to  be 
relieved  as  to  the  amount  paid  beyond  what  was  legally  due 
and  recoverable;"  of  course  not  assuming  that  he  shall  tender 
to  pay  again  what  he  has  already  paid,  and  seeks  to  recover 
back  ogain,  by  his  bill.     The  cases  cited  from  Paige^  do  not 
contravene  this  position.     In  Judd  vs.  Seaver,  8  Paige,  548, 
the  bill  was  for  relief  against  an  usurious  contract.     There  was 
no  offer  to  pay  anything.     By  the  court, "  there  are  cases  that 
decree,  sometimes,  payment  of  ths  amount  equitably  due;  but . 
it  is  where  the  offer  is  to  pay  whatever  should  be  found  to  be 
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due,  and  tcaiving  aforfeituTe  as  to  everything  except  the  usu- 
rious premium . ' '  And  in  3  Paige ^  531 ,  it  is  said^  complainant 
cannot  call  on  defendant  for  discovery  of  the  usury  chbxgtAy 
unless  he  pays^  or  offers  to  pay  the  amount  equitably  due,  for 
the  reason y  <^that  he  is  not  bound  to  make  a  disclosure  that 
ro^ht  subject  him  to  forfeiture,  or  loss  of  the  whole,  or  any  part 
of  the  money  actually  lent. ''  Therefore,  where  the  complain- 
ant submits  to  allow  what  was  actually  due,  the  reason  for  the 
rule  is  gratified.  It  is  no  more  than  the  standing  maxim  ex- 
emplified, that  he  that  will  have  equity,  must  do  equity. 

4.  Upon  the  last  point  of  objection  here  taken,  we  have  be- 
fore intimated  that  complainant,  in  his  bill  as  amended,  has 
shewn  himself  entitled  to  the  discovery  and  the  relief  prayed. 
The  bill  chaises  him  as  the  purchaser  of  lands,  under  the  same 
tiust  under  which  the  complainant  purchased,  and  that  he  has 
paid  no  part  of  his  purchase  money.  His  answers  sets  up  the 
agreement  with  the  trustees,  by  which  the  amount  of  his  pur- 
chase was  to  be  credited  upon  the  judgment  in  question.  The 
amended  bill  charges  that  this  judgment  was  obtained  upon  an 
usurious  agreement,  and  prays  for  discovery.  When  Thomas 
purchased  of  the  trustees,  he  knew  of  the  existence  of  this 
deed  of  trust,  and  the  agreement  shows  that  he  treated  with 
Price  and  Yost  as  trustees,  and  has  thus  assented  to  the  terms 
of  the  deed.  He  stipulated  with  them  to  make  the  sale  only 
conditional,  unless  the  title  under  their  conveyance  should  prove 
unincumbered.  He  takes  the  lands  under  a  judgment^  which 
could  not  legally  be  paid  until  every  dollar  of  Mrs,  Mason^s 
assigned  judgments  should  be  paid.  Doub  is  now  called  upon 
to  pay  these  judgments  from  the  misapplication  by  the  trustees 
of  his  purchase  moneys  and  defendant,  who  has  paid  nothing, 
wrests  from  him  the  only  remnant  of  property  from  which  he 
could  be  secured.  He  receives  from  the  trustees  Doubts  bond 
for  the  lands  purchased  by  him,  which  ought  have  been  ap- 
{died  to  extinguish  prior  liens,  and  by  the  receipt  of  moneys, 
countenances  a  clear  pei-version  of  the  trust,  and  prevents  the 
proper  application  of  the  fund.  His  agreement  with  the  trus- 
tees, to  extinguish  prior  liens,  shews  that  he  knew  such  existed , 
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and  the  only  liens  ihen  outstanding,  were  Masan^Sy  and  Lynch 
Sf  CrafVs.     When  he  received  from  the  trustees  the  sum  of 
$7,800,  he  must  have  known,  from  this  stipulation,  that  he 
was  taking  it  to  the  exclusion  of  elder  judgments,  and  by  as- 
senting  to  the  deed,  as  he  did,  why  should  not  the  parties  ag- 
grieved by  this  misapplication,  have  redress  against  him?    The 
trustees  could  not  bargain  him  into  a  position  more  advantage- 
ous than  his  judgment,  or  the  deed  gave  him;  and  it  is  not,  as 
is  contended,  a  question  only  between  the  creditors  and  the 
trustees,  or  between  the  purchasers  and  the  trustees,  or  between 
himself,  as  a  purchaser,  and  the  trustees.     By  the  perversion 
of  the  trusty  complainant  has  been  injured,  and  his  purchase 
put  in  jeopardy^  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant  and  the 
trustees.     His  privity  with  all  the  parties,  is  established  by  bis 
purchase  with  defendant  from  the  same  trustees^  and  his  right 
and  duty  to  look  to  the  proper  application  of  the  trust  fund,  of 
which  defendant  still  retains  a  portion  in  his  hands^  as  the  bill 
alleges.     It  is  nothing  to  the  purpose  to  say^  that  Dwh  has 
forfeited  his  standing  in  a  court  of  equity,  by  his  own  negli- 
gence; that  he  had  warning  of  the  misapplication  of  his  money, 
and  yet  continued  to  rely  upon  the  trustees.     Authorities  have 
been  cited  to  show,  that  coming  into  a  court  of  chancery,  he 
must  show  a  case  free  from  any  laches  on  his  part,  and  that 
such  laches  existing,  must  rule  him  out  of  court.     To  the  full 
extent^  this  principle  has  been  applied  to  him  in  the  case  of 
Lynch  if  draft ^  and  the  preceding  cases.    He  has  paid  the 
full  amount  of  his  purchase  money^  and  more,  and  has  received 
no  tide  yet.    He  has  suffered  the  penalty  of  his  neglect  to 
look  to  the  application  of  his  money s^  to  the  judgments  by 
which  the  lands  were  bound.     But  how  can  this  avail  the  de- 
fendant here?    If  Doub*s  money  had  been  altogether  applied 
to  the  judgments  on  Mason^s  lands^  other  judgments,  prior  to 
Thomas^  would  still  bind  the  land  which  Thomas  claims  to 
have  purchased,  in  extinguishment  of  his  judgment.     This 
seems  to  have  been  in  the  view  of  TTunruiSy  by  the  arrange- 
ment he  entered  into^  that  the  trustees  '^  were  Co  extinguish  alf 
prior  liens  on  the  lands  to  be  conveyed  to  him."     It  was  no 
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sale,  unless  the  purchase  money  could  be  credited  in  value  on 
the  judgment.  Upon  what  equity  can  such  an  agreement  be 
supported  to  the  prejudice  of  other  creditors,  whose  rights,  un- 
der the  deed,  and  in  priority  of  law,  are  superior  to  his?  The 
trustees  may  have  assumed  that  the  prospective  state  of  the  fund 
would  have  justified  this  arrangement;  but  the  assumption  is 
now  asserted  to  be  groundless.  The  complainant's  lands  are 
now  under  execution,  to  pay  these  elder  liens,  which  he  has 
once  before  paid  to  these  trustees.  By  a  misapplication  of  the 
funds,  they  have  anticipated  the  payment  of  Thomas^  junior 
judgment;  whether  out  of  complainant's  identical  money,  or 
not,  is  immaterial.  It  was,  at  all  events,  a  fund  that  should 
have  been  applied  to  these  elder  judgments,  and  no  agreement 
between  Thomas  and  the  trustees  can  be  permitted  to  divert  it, 
particularly  when  it  compels  complainant  to  pay  a  second  time 
for  his  purchase,  while  Thomasy  (upon  the  hypothesis  that  the 
trust  fund  is  exhausted,)  upon  the  judgments  preceding  him, 
pays  not  one  cent  for  the  land  conveyed  to  him  by  the  trustees. 
7%omar  can^  therefore,  have  no  claim  to  profit  by  the  com- 
plainant's neglect-  But  for  the  agreement  between  him  and 
the  trustees,  the  lands  and  funds  applied  to  his  judgment  would 
still  be  aC  the  disposal  of  the  trustees,  for  the  relief  of  Doub, 
That  agreement  cannot,  in  any  form,  be  permitted  to  over- 
reach the  trust,  or  the  prior  creditors,  to  the  prejudice  of  their 
judgments.^  Daub^  in  every  equitable  point  of  view,  his  lands 
being  held  hable  for  those  judgments,  is  one  of  those  creditors, 
and  has  a  just  claim,  in  a  court  of  equity,  to  the  relief  prayed. 
The  chancellor's  order  overruling  the  demurrer,  is  therefore 
affirmed. 

ORDER  AFFlRMEDi 
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Francis  Dodge  vs.  John  Doub  and  J.  T.  Mason,  et.  al. 

December^  1849. 

Three  pertons  conveyed  their  lands  to  trustees,  in  trust,  to  sell  and  pay  the 
debts  of  the  grantors,  according  to  their  legal  priorities.  At  the  time  of 
this  conveyance*  there  were  judgments  to  a  large  amount  against  the  gran- 
tors, both  jointly  and  severally :  Held,  thai  in  administering  this  trust,  the 
proceeds  of  the  lands  are  not  to  be  regarded  as  one  common  fund,  to  be  ap. 
plied  to  the  judgments  against  all  or  any  of  the  grantors,  according  to  pri- 
ority,  without  reference  to  the  source  whence  the  fund  arose,  or  whether 
the  judgments  were  against  one,  two,  or  all  the  grantors,  but  that  the  pro. 
cecds  of  the  lands  of  each  were  to  be  applied  respectively  to  the  judgments 
against  each,  according  to  priority. 

A  party  who  purchased  the  lands  conveyed  by  one  of  the  grantors,  and  applied 
his  purchase  money  in  discharge  of  judgments  against  such  grantor,  cannot 
be  called  upon  to  contribute,  or  account  with  any  one,  except  the  purchasers 
of  such  grantors*  lands,  or  his  unsatisfied  judgment  credttots,  prior,  in  point 
of  date,  to  those  satisfied  by  him. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Chaiicery, 

The  appellant  m  this  case  was  one  of  the  defendants  to  the 
bill  of  Johji  Douby  referred  to  in  the  preceding  case.  He  pur- 
chased from  the  trustees  a  portion  of  the  land  conveyed  to  them 
by  Abraham  Barnes^  and  takes  this  appeal  from  the  order  of 
the  chancellor,  of  the  9th  of  December^  1849,  requiring  him 
to  account.  The  facts  of  the  case  sufficiently  appear  from  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  the  preceding  case,  and  the  case  of  Dovb 
vs.  BameSy  et.  al. ,  4  QUt,  1 

The  cause  was  ai^ued  before  Dorsey,  C.  J.,  Silence,  Mar- 
tin and  Frick,  J. 

By  Pratt  and  F.  A.  Schley,  for  the  appellant,  and 
By  Mason  and  J.  D.  Roman,  for  the  appellee. 

DoRSEY,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

It  has  been  conceded,  in  the  argument  of  this  case,  that  the 
proceeds  of  the  sales  of  the  lands  conveyed  to  the  trustees, 
Price  and  Yosty  by  Abraham  Barnes,  Melchoir  B.  Mason  and 
John  Thompson  Mason,  were  not  to  be  regarded  as  one  com- 
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moQ  fundy  to  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  judgments  ren- 
dered against  all  or  any  of  the  grantors^  according  to  their  j>ri- 
orities;  without  reference  to  the  source  from  which  the  fund 
at>out  to  be  distributed  arose,  and  without  regard  to  the  fact; 
whether  such  judgments  had  been  obtained  against  one^  two, 
or  all  of  the  grantors;  but,  that  the  money  arising  from  the 
sales  of  the  lands  of  each  were  to  be  appropriated,  respectively, 
in  discbarge  of  the  judgments  against  each,  according  to  their 
priorities.  Upon  this  concession,  (of  the  correctness  of  which 
we  entertain  no  doubt,)  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  appeal  of 
Francis  Dodge ^  in  this  case,  has  been  well  taken.  Before  he 
could  be  compelled  by  the  appellee  to  account  with  him,  as 
decreed  by  the  chancellor,  the  allegations  in  the  bill,  and  the 
proofs  in  the  cause,  must  have  shown,  at  least,  a  probable 
ground  for  believing,  that  by  such  accounting  it  would  appear 
that  something  was  due,  by  way  of  contribution,  from  the  ap- 
pellant to  the  appellees.  Upon  the  concession  above  mention- 
ed, we  are  enabled  to  discover  no  sufficient  ground  for  such  a 
belief.  The  land  purchased  by  Dodge  of  the  trustees,  was 
part  of  that  conveyed  to  them  by  Abraham  Barnes,  and  not 
by  Melchoir  B.  Mason  or  John  Thompson  Mason.  And,  con- 
sequently, the  purchase  money  paid  by  Dodge  ought  to  have 
been,  and  most  probably  was,  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the 
judgments  rendered  against  Abraham  Barnes ,  long  anterior  to 
the  dates  of  the  judgments  against  Jo/m  Thompson  Mason; 
the  amount  of  which  judgments  against  Barnes  was  so  great, 
that,  consistently  with  the  deed,  no  part  of  the  purchase  money 
arising  from  the  sales  to  Dodge,  could  properly  be  made  appli- 
cable to  the  payment  of  the  judgments  against  John  Thompson 
Mason,  for  the  payment  of  which,  his  lands  were  sold  by  the 
trustees  to  Doub  and  others.  Dodge,  soon  after  his  purchases, 
appears  to  have  paid  for  the  lands  he  bought,  either  by  dis- 
charging senior  judgments  against  Barnes,  or  by  paying  to  the 
trustees  the  balance  due  from  him,  to  be  appropriated  to  such 
purpose.  If  Dodge  can  be  called  upon  to  contribute  or  ac- 
count with  any  one,  it  must  be  with  the  purchasers  of  Abraham 
3        V.8 
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Barnes^  lands;  or  with  his  unsatisfied  judgment  creditors^  prior 
in  point  of  time  to  those  of  John  Thompson  Mason. 

This  court  will  sign  a  decree  reversing  the  decree  of  the 
Chancery  Court;  of  the  9th  December,  1847,  so  far  as  it  respects 
FYancis  DodgCy  and  as  to  him  dismissing  the  appellees'  bill  of 
complaint,  but  without  costs,  either  in  this  court  or  the  court 
below. 

DECREE  REVERSED. 


John  Masun,  Ann  Maslin,  and  others,  Lessee,  v5.  John 

H.  Thomas. — June  Term,  1849. 

Where  an  estate  tail  is  docked  by  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  under  the  act  of 
1782,  ch.  23,  an  outstanding,  unsatisfied  judgment  against  the  tenant  in 
tail,  will  not  be  let  in  as  a  lien  or  incumbrance  on  the  estate  thereby  cre- 
ated or  enlarged,  as  would  have  been  the  case,  had  the  estate  tail  been  bar- 
red by  a  common  recovery. 

It  was  an  incident  to  a  common  recovery  suffered  by  a  tenant  in  tail,  to  let  in 
all  preceding  incumbrances,  but  there  is  no  such  incident  to  the  deed  of 
bargain  and  sale.  Nor  is  it  incident  to  an  estate  tail  that  every  mode  of 
defeating  it  shall  have  such  effect. 

The  act  of  1782,  ch.  23,  abolished  the  ancient  mode  of  docking  esUtesUU  by 
common  recovery. 

A  party  who  takes  a  deed  from  a  tenant  in  tail,  which  he  is  authorised,  by 
the  act  of  1782,  to  take,  is  not  thereby  estopped,  as  the  recoveror  in  a  com- 
mon recovery  would  be,  from  averriug  that  the  tenant  in  tail  had  only  an 
estate  tail. 

The  concluding  words  of  this  act,  that  all  persons  shall  be  debarred  who  might 
or  could  be  debarred  "by  any  mode  of  common  recovery,*' cannot  have  the 
effect  to  introduce  a  new  or  more  convenient  common  reeovtry,  with  all  the 
incidents  to  the  ancient  mode,  but  were  used  ex  abundanti  eautela,  as  with, 
out  them,  it  might  have  been  contended,  that  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale, 
or  other  conveyance  of  an  estate  uil,  would  ouly  perform  the  office  of  a 
fine,  or  a  common  recovery  with  a  single  voucher. 

Where  testimony  is  offered,  which  has  no  tendency  to  prove  the  issue  in  the 
case,  it  is  error  to  permit  it  to  go  to  the  jul)r. 

The  declarations  of  a  tenant  in  teil,  that  he  •'  got  the  land  in  controversy  by 
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intailment,"  are  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  pro? ing  pedigree,  but  not  to 
prove  his  title  to  the  land  at  tenant  in  tail. 
Estates  tail  are  created  bj  deed  or  will,  which  must  be  produced,  or  a  proper 
foandation  must  bo  laid  for  presuming  that  they  existed.    Their  existence 
is  not  to  be  proved  bj  oral  testimony  of  this  description. 

Appeal  from  Queen  Anne^s  county  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  instituted  by  the  lessors  of 
the  plaintiff  (the  appellants^)  against  the  appellee,  in  Queen 
Anne^s  county  court,  at  November  term,  1847,  for  the  recovery 
of  a  tract  of  land  situated  in  said  county,  called  ^^Boothby^s 
Eortuney*^  containing  about  600  acres,  more  or  less.  The  de- 
fendant took  defence  on  warrant. 

1st  Exception.  At  the  trial,  the  plfiintiffs  offered  in  evi- 
dence a  patent  dated  1st  of  Februaiy,  1695,  granting  the  land 
in  question  to  one  Thomas  Jackson^  and  then  offered  the  will 
of  Samuel  Wallis,  executed  the  19th  of  September,  1717, 
which  contains,  among  others,  the  following  clause:    ^^Item, — 
I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  son,  William  Wallis^  five  hun- 
dred acres  of  land,  lying  in  Queen  Anne^s  county,  called 
^^Boothby^s  Fortune,^*  and  also  seventy  acres  of  land  lying  in 
Kent  county,  being  pait  of  ^^ Partnership ^^^  that  runs  down 
to  Chester  river;  and  it  is  my  will,  that  if  either  of  my  sons, 
Samuel  and  Hugh,  should  die  without  issue,  that  his  part  go 
to  my  son,  William  Wallis;  and  if  my  son  William  should 
die  without  issue,  that  then  the  survivors  of  my  said  sons  to  have 
the  aforesaid  land  equally  divided  between  them."     They  then 
proved  by  oral  testimony,  that  another  WiUiain  Wallis^  the 
great-grandson  of  the  above  named  devisee,  and  his  only  male 
descendant,  was  in  possession  of  said  land  as  tenant  in  tail, 
until  he  sold  the  same  to  one  Lewis  Blackiston,     Much  other 
proof  was  also  offered  in  relation  to  the  pedigree  of  the  Wallis 
family,  which  the  opinion  of  this  court  renders  it  unnecessary 
to  state.     The  plaintiffs  then  offered  in  evidence  a  deed  of  bar- 
gain and  sale  from  William  Wallis  to  Lewis  Blackision,  dated 
the  27th  of  May  1S19,  conveying  the  land  in  question  to  tlie 
latter,  in  fee  simple.    This  deed  also  contains  a  general  Mir- 
ranty  of  title,  and  a  covenant  for  further  assurances.     It  was 
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iheQ  admitted  that  said  Lewis  Blackiston  left  an  only  child ^ 
Hanncdi  Susannah,  who  intermarried  with  William  Thomas, 
by  whom  she  had  a  son^  William  B.  Thomas,  her  only  child 
and  heir  at  law;  that  Lewis  Blackiston  died  in  the  year  1821, 
leaving  a  last  will  and  testament,  which  was  offered  in  evidence, 
and  which  contains  the  following  clause:  ^^Item. — I  give  and 
bequeath  unto  my  daughter,  Hannah  Susannah  Thomas,  my 
plantation  whereon  I  now  dwell,  and  purchased  of  William 
Wallis,  Esq,,  known  by  the  name  of  ^^Boothby^s  Fhriune,^^ 
or  by  any  other  name  whatsoever  it  may  be  called,  containing 
five  hundred  acres,  more  or  less,  to  her  the  said  Honnah  Su- 
sannah Thomas,  for  and  during  her  natural  life,  and  at  her  death 
to  her  heirs,  to  them  and  their  heirs  and  assigns  forever."  It  was 
further  admitted,  that  said  Hannah  S.  Thomas  died  in  March 
1823,  and  her  son,  William  B.  Thomas,  in  the  summer  of 
1832,  and  his  father,  the  said  William  Thomas,  in  the  fall 
following;  and  that  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  are  the  heirs  at 
law  of  the  said  Lewis  Blackiston,  and  of  the  said  William  B. 
Thomas.  The  defendant  then  offered  in  evidence  a  judgment 
obtained  by  confession  in  Queen  Anne^s  county  court,  on  the 
26th  of  October,  1818,  by  Cornelius  Com^ggs,  surviving  obli- 
gee of  Peregrine  Falconer,  who  were  surviving  executors  of 
Benjamin  Comeggs,iigBLiiisi  William  TFoZ/is,  for  $2,275,  with 
interest  thereon  from  the  27th  of  January,  1807,  until  paid, 
and  costs.  The  defendant  then  offered  a  writ  of  sci*  fa., sued 
out  at  May  term,  1 823,  on  the  above  judgment  against  William 
Thomas,  the  terre-tenant  of  William  Wallis.  This  sci.  fa. 
was  renewed  on  the  16ih  of  December,  1824,  on  the  20th  of 
June,  1826,  and  difiat  was  entered  at  October  term,  1826,  upon 
which  aji.  fa.  was  issued  on  the  17th  of  January,  1827,  and 
levied  on  the  lands  in  controversy.  At  the  May  term  1831,  a 
writ  of  venditioni  exponas  was  issued,  by  virtue  of  which,  said 
land  was  sold  by  the  sheriff,  who  executed  a  deed  to  the  pur- 
chaser therefor,  dated  the  27th  of  March,  1832.  Under  this 
deed  the  defendant  holds  the  lands  mentioned  in  the  proceed- 
ings. To  this  evidence  offered  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
objected,  but  the  court  (Eccleston,  A.  J.,)  overruled  the  ob- 
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jection,  and  suffered  the  evidence  (o  go  to  the  jury.     To  this 
decision  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

2xD  Exception.  In  addition  to  the  matters  in  this  first  bill 
of  exceptions,  the  plaintiff  produced  John  V.  Woodally  a  com- 
petent witness,  by  whom  he  offered  to  prove,  that  after  said 
WUliam  WcUlis  arrived  at  age,  and  while  in  possession  of  said 
land,  and  long  before  he  sold  the  same  to  said  Blackision. 
Witness  had  several  conversations  with  said  Wattis,  in  which 
he  claimed  said  lands  by  irUailmenty  and  because  his  sister, 
Elizabethj  had  received  no  part  of  said  lands,  he  had  given 
her,  as  a  present,  his  note  or  bond  for  a  sum  of  money,  the 
amount  of  which  witness  does  not  recollect.  He  also  offered 
to  prove,  by  said  witness,  that  before  said  Wallis  arrived  at  age, 
witness  heard  him  say,  that  he  had  got  said  land  by  intailment. 
The  defendant  then  prayed  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury,  that 
said  evidence  was  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  proving  pedi- 
gree, but  was  inadmissible  for  the  purpose  of  proving  that  WU- 
liam Wallis  bad  title  to  the  land  as  tenant  in  tail,  which  in- 
struction the  court  gave,  and  to  the  granting  of  which,  the 
plaintiff  excepted. 

3rd  Exception.  The  plaintiff,  in  addition  to  the  proof  in 
his  1st  and  2nd  bills  of  exceptions,  offered  in  evidence  extracts 
from  the  entries  in  the  debit  books  for  Queen  Anne^s  county, 
for  the  years  1747,  1754,  and  1756,  in  each  of  which  years  is 
the  following  entry: 

«  WUliam  WaUis,  Dr.  AmoU  of  Rent. 

JS,  s.  d. 

Boothby's  Fhrtune,  500  acres,  -  -  -10  0." 
In  the  year  1757,  the  same  land  and  rent  are  charged  to  ^^  Wit- 
Ham  Wallis'  widow,"  and  in  1758,  to  ''WUliam  Wallis' 
heirs."  He  also  offered  evidence  to  prove  that  WiUiam  Wal- 
lisy  the  devisee  of  Samuel  WaUis,  died  in  said  county  in  the 
year  1767,  and  that  no  land  records,  or  records  of  deeds,  can  be 
found  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  said  county,  prior  to  the  year 
1707.  The  plaintiff  then  asked  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury, 
that  if  they  shall  believe,  from  the  evidence  in  the  case,  that 
WiUiam  WaUis  held  Boothby's  Fortune  in  tail  at  the  time  of 
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the  recovery  of  the  judgment  of  Comeggsvs.  Willis y  that  said 
judgment  bound  no  other  than  his  interest  in  said  land  at  the 
date  of  the  judgment,  and  that  the  proceedings  under  said 
judgment  conveyed  no  greater  interest  in  said  lands  than  the 
interest  of  said  Wallis  at  the  rendition  of  said  judgment,  which 
instruction  the  court  refused  to  give,  and  to  this  refusal  the 
plaintiflf  excepted,  and  the  verdict  and  judgment  beiqg  agains( 
him,  he  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorset,  C.  J.,  Spence,  MAr 
CRUDER,  Martin  and  Fkick,  J. 

George  Vickers,  R.  B.  Carmichael  and  M.  Brown,  for 
the  appellants,  contended: 

1st.  That  the  deed  in  fee  from  William  Wallis  to  Lewis 
Blackistofi,  of  the  estate  tail  of  said  Wallis,  did  not  operate 
to  let  in  as  a  lien  and  incumbrance  against  said  land  the  judg- 
ment against  said  Wallis,  for  a  longer  period  than  the  life  of 
said  Wallis, 

2nd.  That  the  evidence  of  the  judgment  against  Wallis,  the 
sci.fas,  against  Thomas,  the  terre-tenant,  the^. /a.  and  vendi. 
exponas,  the  sale  by  the  sheriff,  and  his  return  and  deed  to  the 
purchaser,  were  not  admissible  to  prove  that  the  title  in  fee  to 
said  land  was  sold  and  conveyed  to  such  purchaser. 

3rd.  That  the  levy,  sale  and  conveyance  by  the  sheriff,  trans- 
ferred to  the  purchaser  only  the  life  estate  of  Thomas,  the 
terre-tenant. 

4lh.  That  there  was  error  in  refusing  to  admit  the  testimony 
of  Woodcdl,  in  reference  to  the  declarations  of  Wallis,  as  to 
the  quality  of  the  estate  held  by  him  in  said  land. 

RiCAUD,  Price  and  Spencer,  for  the  appellees,  contended: 

1st.  That  the  court  were  right  in  allowing  the  evidence  in 

the  first  bill  of  exceptions  to  go  to  the  jury,  because  it  was  legal 

and  competent  testimony  under  the  issue,  as  it  tended  to  prove 

the  defendant's  title  to  the  land. 

2nd.  That  the  testimony  in  the  second  bill  of  exceptions,  to 
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prove  the  character  of  the  estate  held  by  Wallis,  in  said  land, 
was  properly  rejected,  because  the  same  was  only  hearsay. 

3rd.  The  court  were  right  in  refusing  the  prayer  of  the  plain* 
tiffs,  contained  in  their  third  bill  of  exceptions,  because  the 
deed  for  said  land  from  Wallis  to  Blackision,  in  fee,  subse- 
quent to  the  rendition  of  the  said  judgment,  rendered  the  said 
land,  in  the  hands  of  the  purchaser,  subject  to  all  the  prior  in- 
cumbrances of  the  tenant  in  tail,  and,  therefore,  subject  to  said 
judgment. 

Magritder,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

It  appears  from  the  record  now  before  us,  that  the  plaintiffs 
instituted,  in  Queen  Anne^s  county  court,  an  action  of  eject- 
ment to  recover  a  tract  of  land  called  ^^Boothby^s  Fhrtuney^^ 
granted  in  fee  on  the  1st  day  of  February,  1695,  to  one  TTiomas 
Jackson,  A  trial  was  had,  and  the  defendant  obtained  a  ver- 
dict. In  the  course  of  the  trial,  three  exceptions  were  taken 
by  the  plaintiffs;  and  wherein  (if  at  all,)  the  court  below  erred, 
according  to  these  exceptions,  it  is  for  this  court  now  to  decide. 

Of  the  land  in  controversy,  granted  as  aforesaid,  one  Samuel 
Wcdlis  is  supposed  to  have  died  seized  in  fee,  and  his  will, 
dated  the  19th  September,  1717,  is  to  be  found  in  the  first  bill 
of  exceptions.  By  this  will,  the  testator  devises  to  his  son, 
William  WaUiSy  the  tract  of  land,  aforesaid,  called  ^^BootKby^s 
Fbrtune;^^  and  in  a  subsequent  clause  he  declares  it  to  be  his 
will,  that  ^Mf  his  son  William  should  die  without  issue,  then  the 
survivors  of  his  sons  (previously  mentioned,)  shall  have  the 
aforesaid  land,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them."  Much 
oral  testimony  is  introduced  into  the  bill  of  exceptions,  but  of 
this  we  shall  take  no  notice,  as  the  questions  of  law  which  we 
are  to  decide,  do  not  at  all  depend  upon  it.  Next  is  produced, 
by  the  plaintiff,  a  deed  executed  on  the  25th  May,  1819,  by 
another  William  Wallis,  (the  then  tenant  in  tail  of  the  land 
in  controversy,  it  is  supposed,)  conveying  this  land  in  fee  to 
Lewis  Blackislon. 

Thus  far,  there  can  be  no  disagreement  between  the  parties 
before  us  about  the  title  to  this  land  now,  whatever  may  be  the 
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case  in  any  other  trial.  Both  must  assume  that  the  bargainor 
in  that  deed  was,  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  the  tenant  ia 
tail,  and  thereby  destroying  the  estate  tail,  as  the  plaintiffs  un- 
dertake to  derive  their  title  from  (he  bargainee  in  that  deed, 
and  the  defendant  claims  the  land  simply  because  of  the  exe- 
cution of  that  deed.  The  ground  taken  by  the  latter  is,  that 
at  the  time  of  this  conveyance,  there  was  an  unsatisfied  judg- 
ment against  the  then  tenant  in  tail,  (the  baigainor  in  the  deed,) 
and  that  the  deed  destroying  the  entail,  and  creating  an  estate 
in  fee,  that  judgment  was  a  lien  upon  the  estate  thus  created 
or  enlarged.  He  then  shows  a  sale  of  this  land  in  satisfaction 
of  that  judgment,  and  would  thus  prove  himself  the  owner  of 
the  land. 

The  first  question,  then,  to  be  decided  is,  whether,  if  there 
be  a  judgment  against  a  tenant  in  tail,  and  without  satisfying 
that  judgment,  he  enlarges  his  estate  tail  into  a  fee  simple,  by 
a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  to  another,  that  land  upon  which, 
while  it  was  an  estate  tail,  the  judgment  was  no  lien  at  all.  can 
be  sold  (the  fee  simple,)  for  the  payment  of  such  judgment? 
The  defendant  maintains  the  affirmative  of  this  proposition, 
and  relies  upon  our  act  of  Assembly  of  1782,  ch.  23,  and  the 
law  of  common  recoveries,  to  sustain  it.  It  must  be  admitted 
that  this  is  a  new  case.  The  act  of  Assembly  has  been  in  force 
more  than  half  a  century;  very  many  estates  tail  have,  in  the 
mode  prescribed  by  it,  been  enlarged  into  estates  in  fee,  and, 
until  now,  it  is  believed  the  idea  was  never  entertained,  that  a 
man,  by  divesting  himself  of  all  title  to  an  estate  tail,  and  con- 
veying it  to  a  stranger,  makes  the  estate  of  that  stranger,  or  the 
fee  simple  conveyed  to  him,  answerable  for  debts  of  the  bar- 
gainor, with  the  payment  of  which,  while  it  remained  the 
debtor's  own  estate,  it  could  not  have  been  charged.  Other 
notions  have  certainly  prevailed,  and  in  respect  to  them,  per- 
haps, it  is  almost  allowable  to  believe,  that  communis  opinio 
(it  is  sometimes  written  communis  error,)  fadi  Jus,  According 
to  Lord  EUenboroughy  (3  AL  ^  Selw.,  396,)  this  communis 
opinio  might  furnish  some  evidence  of  the  law  with  which  we 
are  now  to  deal.     When  so  many  estates  tail  have  been  con- 
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veyedy  siifce  otir  act  of  Aflsembly  of  1782^  to  bona  fide  pnr- 
chasers,  who,  relying  on  the  obvious  meaning  of  the  act  of 
Assembly,  to  be  collected  from  its  woMs;  have  paid  the  full 
price  of  an  unincumbered  fee  simple,  it  may  well  be  said,  that 
the  (umimunis  opinio  in  r^rd  to  such  a  conveyance,  and  its 
legal  operation,  was  not  '<an  opinion  merely  theoretical  and 
speculative,  floating  in  thre  minds  of  persons,  but  has  been  made 
the  ground-work  and  substratum  of  pmctiee." 

Bm  when  and  how  did  the  judgment  relied  upon  become  a 
lien  upon  thn  inheritance?  Surely  not  while  the  defendant  in 
it  had  the  estate  tail.  The  question,  it  will  be  remembered, 
is  relative  to  the  inheritance,  and  whether  that  was  ever  an- 
swerable for  the  amount  of  tli6  judgment?  If  there  was  no 
such  Hen'  upon  this  land,  while  the  defendant  in  the  judgment 
was  the  tenant  in  tail,  was  the  lien  created  by  the  agreement 
to  sell  the  land,  or  by  the  conveyance,  which  expanded  the 
estate  tail  into  an  estate  in  fee?  Surely  there  could  be  no  lien 
of  the  description  spoken  of,  which  had  no  existence  until  the 
debtor^  who  had  given  judgment,  had  parted  with  all  title,  or 
pretence  of  title,  id  the  land.  It  is  a  coticeSswn,  that  the  deed 
barred  the  estate  tail  of  which  the  defendant  in  the  judgment 
was  seized  when  the  judgment  was  rendered,  and  until  the 
execution  of  that  deed.  But  surely  that  deed  did  not  vest  in 
the  bargainor  a  fee  simple  in  the  land  conveyed,  and  unleas  it 
can  be  made  to  appear,  that  at  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the 
judgment,  or  afterwards,  the  defendant  therein  had  a  fee  sim- 
ple, no  title  to  this  land  could  be  acquired  under  the  judgment 
which  would  not  have  expired  when  the  defendant  died.  The 
act  of  1782,  does  not,  in  express  words,  make  the  judgment  a 
lien  upon  this  fee,  or,  it  would  seem,  benefit  the  judgment 
creditor  in  any  .way  whatever,  unless  it  be  that  it  enables  the 
tenant  in  tail,  by  a  sale  of  the  inheritance,  to  procure  the  means 
of  discharging  this  debt.  It  is  said,  however,  that  a  former 
mode  of  barring  estates  tail  (by  common  recovery,)  did  let  in 
such  incumbrances.  Be  it  so;  but  this  estate  tail  was  not  barred 
by  any  such  mode,  and,  therefore,  it  does  not  aid  the  plaintiff's 
case  at  all  to  show,  that  if  in  this  case  there  had  been  a  com- 
4        V.8 
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mon  recovery;  tbeii  this  incumbrance  would  have  been  let  in. 
This  was  one  of  the  incidents  to  that  mode  of  assurance;  but 
it  is  no  incident  to  the  deed  of  baj^in  and  sale;  nor  is  it  inci- 
dent to  an  estate  tail;  that  every  mode  of  defeating  it  shall  have 
such  effect.     It  has  been  said  by  this  court,  in  1^^  Q.Sf  J-y 
128;  that  '<  (he  ancient  mode  of  docking  estates  tail  by  com- 
mon recovery;  is  abolished  by  the  act  of  1782;"  and  Chan- 
ceUor  Kenty  in  his  Commentaries,  sayS;  <<  the  law  of  common 
recoveries;  in  those  States  which  have  made  laws  like  our  act 
of  1782;  has  become  obsolete."     If  sO;  and  there  is  no  more 
recent  legislative  enactment  declaring  this^  which  was  an  inci- 
dent to  a  mode  of  assurance  no  longer  in  force,  to  be  an  inci- 
dent to  that  conveyance  which  the  legislature  has  substituted  in 
its  place,  it  would  be  difficult  to  prove  that  this  must  be  an  in- 
cident to  a  deed  of  baigain  and  salO;  which  destroys  an  estate 
tail,  because  it  was  incident  to  another  mode  of  accomplish- 
ing the  same  object,  until  that  mode  of  accomplishing  it  was 
abolished  by  act  of  Assembly.     Chancellor  Kent,  speaking  of 
common  recoveries;  sayS;  they  were  given  ^^bv  a  bold  and  un- 
exampled stretch  of  judicial  legislation."    Had  it  been  given 
by  those  who  alone  can  rightfully  legislate,  we  should  have 
heard  of  no  such  incident  to  common  recoveries.    But  legisla- 
tion in  fraud  of  the  rights  of  the  legislature^  is  very  apt  to 
produce  results  not  anticipated  hy  judicial  lawmakers.  '^  Hence 
it  was  that  a  common  recovery  suffered  by  a  tenant  in  tail,  lets 
in  all  his  preceding  incumbrances,  and  renders  valid  all  the  acts 
of  ownership  which  he  has  exercised  over  the  estate  tail."     In 
5th  Oruisey  493;  ch.  9;  we  are  told  how  this  became  an  inci- 
dent to  a  common  recovery:    ^'The  judgment  in  a  common 
recovery  being  of  equal  force  with  that  which  is  obtained  in  an 
adversary  suit,  operates  as  an  estoppel  or  record  against  all  those 
who  are  parlies  to  it,  and  concludes  them  from  averring  any 
thing  against  it. "    '<  The  recoveror  derives  an  estate  in  fee  sim- 
ple out  of  the  estate  tail,  and  also  all  those  acts  which  bound 
the  tenant  in  tail,  will  also  bind  the  recoveror,  who  cannot  aver 
that  the  person  againsi  whom  he  recovered,  had  an  estate  tail.^* 
Surely  it  cannot  be  pretended,  that  a  man  who  takes  a  deed 
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wiiich  he  is  expressly  authorised  by  our  act  of  1782,  to  take 
from  a  tenant  in  tail,  is  thereby  estopped  from  denying  that  the 
tenant  in  tail  had  the  estate,  and  only  the  estate  which  the  law 
authorises  him  to  convey. 

But,  for  the  words  <<  shall  be  good  and  available  to  all  in- 
tents and  purposes,  against  all  and  every  person  and  persons 
whom  the  grantor,  bargainor,  or  vendor  might  or  could  debar 
by  any  mode  of  common  recovery,"  &c.,  (which  words  are  to 
be  found  in  the  act  of  1782,  ch.  23,)  it  is  presumed  that  no 
one  could  easily  persuade  himself  that  the  enlargement  of  an 
estate  tail  into  an  estate  in  fee,  (as  authorised  by  that  act,) 
would  give  to  the  creditor  of  the  bargainor  any  incumbrance, 
charge  or  lien  to  which  he  was  not  otherwise  entitled.     Any 
person  seized  of  any  estate  tail  in  possession,  remainder  or  re- 
version, is  authorized  by  any  mode  of  conveyance  spoken  of 
in  the  law  to  convey  to  his  grantee  an  estate  in  fee.     The 
power  to  convey,  and  thereby  enlarge  the  estate,  is  given  to 
the  tenant  in  tail,  to  be  exercised  by  him  in  that  and  no  other 
character.     In  thus  conveying,  he  parts  with  all  his  estate,  and 
conveys  a  fee  simple,  although  of  that  estate  he  never  had 
been,  and  never  may  be  seized.     The  words  of  the  law  do  not 
express  its  meaning,  if  they  can  be  made  to  give  to  any  other 
thap  the  grantee,  an  estate  which  he  could  not  have  claimed, 
but  for  the  deed.    But,  then,  the  act  of  Assembly,  in  its  con- 
cluding words,  speaks  of  those  who  could  then  be  debarred  by 
a  common  recovery.     These  words,  it  may  be  thought,  merely 
introduces  a  new,  more  convenient  and  less  expensive  common 
recovery y  with  all  the  incidents  of  the  more  ancient  and  incon- 
venient mode.     Why  use  those  words,  when,  if  they  do  not 
let  in  the  incumbrances  as  foi-merly,  they  are  supposed  to  be 
superfluous?    And  then  we  are  told  that  we  must  find  a  mean- 
ing for,  and  give  effect  to  every  word  in  a  law,  if  it  be  possible. 
It  may  be,  indeed,  that  these  words  may  not  have  been  indis- 
pensable, in  order  to  give  full  effect  to  the  intent  of  the  legis- 
lature^ but  then  it  must  be  permitted  to  our  lawgivers,  some- 
times, to  use  ex  abundanti  cauiela,  words  not  absolutely  ne- 
cessary; and  does  not  there  seem  to  be  some  good  reason  foK 
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such  cftutioD  in  this  Jaw?  J^ll  common  recoveries  have  not  ihc 
same  legal  operation.  Sometimes  a  common  recovery  may 
a,nswer  its  purpose,  a)t^oug[>  su^ered  with  a  single  voucher; 
but;  in  many  cases,  it  must  be  suffered  with  at  least  a  double 
voucher,  or  it  oqly  bare  the  esti^te  of  which  the  tenant  in  tail 
is  actually  seized  at  the  time,  not  estates  in  remainder.  Wat- 
kins  on  Convey ancingy p.  69.  "There  are  many  niceties,'^ 
W<>oddeson  tells  us,  "  on  these  subjects. ' '  It  ^^  tlie  policy  of 
the  legislature  to  unfetter  the  landed  propi^rty,  and  make  it  a 
subject  of  absolute  alienation,  and  but  for  these  words,  lawyers 
might  have  contended  that  a  deed  of  bargaii)  and  sale,  or  other 
conveyance  of  an  estate  tail,  woi^ld  only  perform  the  office  of 
a  fine,  or  of  a  common  recovery,  with  a  single  voucher.  Al- 
though it  was  evidently  not  the  intention  of  the  legislature  not 
tp  let  in  the  incumbrances,  it  w(^  wise  in  them  to  introduce 
these  words,  and  thereby  "  prevent  cpntentiops  and  mischiefs  to 
\\ip  (jisquiet  of  the  law." 

It  is  jppqtended,  in  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  although 
this  \^  t)ie  law,  yet  there  was  no  ^rror  committed  by  the  court 
beloW)  for  which  the  first  exception  can  be  reversed.  The 
exception  istak^n  to  a  decision  by  the  court,  that  the  testimony 
oflered  by  the  defendant  was  admissible,  and  because,  notwith- 
standing the  plaintifiT's  objection,  the  court  suffered  it  to  go  to 
the  jury.  This  testimony,  thus  suffered  to  go  to  the  jury,  con- 
sisted of  the  judgment  against  the  tenant  in  tail,  (  WdUiSy)  a 
revival  of  that  judgment  by  sci.  fa.  y  the  sale  of  this  land  under 
a^.  fa.  issued  thereon,  and  its  purchase  by  a  person  from  whom 
the  defendant  attempted  to  derive  title.  For  what  purpose  the 
testimony  was  introduced,  or  the  grounds  upon  which  it  was 
objected  to,  the  exception  does  not  tell  us;  and  it  is  said,  if  for 
any  reason  it  is  admissible,  the  court  below  was  right  in  suffer- 
ing it  to  go  to  the  jury.  Now  this  will  not  be  denied.  The 
evidence,  however,  must  relate  to  the  issue,  and  in  this  case 
the  defendant's  testimony,  if  admissible,  must  have  a  tenden- 
cy to  prove  tide  in  the  defendant,  or,  more  properly  speaking, 
title  out  of  the  plaintiff.  According  to  the  opinion  already  ex- 
pressed, the  testimony  now  under  consideration  had  no  such 
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lendeucy.  But  the  defendant,  it  is  said,  might  have  had  other 
teatimony.  Certainly;  and  testimony,  too,  which  was  as  val- 
uable to  him  as  it  has  been  suggested  it  might  be.  But,  the 
objection  made  to  the  testimony  which  was  offered,  if  sustained, 
would  not  hav^e  prevented  the  defendant  from  offering  any 
other,  and,  in  truth,  we  cannot  know  that  he  did  not  obtain 
the  verdict  because  of  testimony  before  the  jury  which  is  not 
in  ibis  record.  The  existence  of  other  testimony  (whether  be- 
fore the  jury,  or  not  yet  submitted,)  could  not  authorise  the  ad- 
mission of  this  proof.  We,  therefore,  think  the  court  en*ed 
in  suffering  it  to  go  to  the  jury. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument,  much  was  said  about  the 
proceedings  on  the  judgment,  and  many  of  these  proceedings 
were  objected  to,  and  many  authorities,  too,  were  cited,  to  show 
what  were  defects  in  the  proceedings  by  sci.  fa,,  and  how  and 
when  these  objections,  if  sustainable  at  all,  ought  to  have  been 
made.  The  opinion  of  the  court,  already  expressed,  renders 
an  examination  of  these  several  questions,  and  the  authorities 
relied  on,  unnecessary  to  the  plaintiffs.  It  was  not  understood 
that  the  defendant  supposed  that  his  case  was  made  at  all  better 
by  the  issuing  of  the  sci,  fa.y  and  the  proceedings  thereon, 
than  it  would  have  been  if  no  sci.  fa.  had  been  necessary,  if 
the  original  judgment  had  been  kept  alive,  and  tbe^.  fa,,  un- 
der which  the  land  was  sold,  had  been  issued  upon  that,  and 
not  after  a  jiEo^.  According  to  the  opinion  already  expressed, 
the  land  in  controversy  was  never  answerable  for  this  debt,  and 
a  sale  of  it  was  not  authorised  by  any  process  issued  after  the 
death  of  the  tenant  in  tail. 

There  remains  one  other  exception,  (the  second,)  which  will 
briefly  be  noticed.  The  plaintiff  offered  to  prove  what  William 
Wallis,  the  tenant  in  tail,  had  been  heard  to  say,  his  declara- 
tions in  his  life  time,  and,  among  other  things,  that  '^he  had 
got  the  land  now  in  controversy  by  intailment."  The  court 
was  asked,  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  to  say,  and  did  say,  that 
these  declarations  were  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
pedigrees.  So  far  the  exception  presents  nothing  to  be  noticed 
by  us.     But,  an  exception  is  taken  by  the  plaintiff  to  a  further 
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iastruction  given  by  the  court  at  the  instance  of  the  defendants^ 
that  these  declarations  by  WalliSy  were  not  admissible  to  prove 
his  title  to  the  land  as  tenant  in  tail.     We  can  perceive  no 
error  in  this  instruction.     Estates  tail  are  created  by  deed  or 
will,  which  must  be  produced,  or  a  proper  foundation  must  be 
laid  for  presuming  that  they  existed.     The  existence  of  them 
is  not  to  be  proved  by  oral  testimony  of  this  description.     We 
have  not  forgotten  the  reference  which  was  made  to  1^/  Green- 
leaf  on  Evidencey  sec,  109,  <<  that  declarations  in  disparage- 
ment of  the  title  of  the  declarant,  are  admissible."    But,  with- 
out stopping  to  enquire  when,  about  what,  under  what  circum- 
stances, or  in  what  sections  of  our  country  such  declarations 
can  be  received,  we  say,  that  these  declarations  by  Wallis  were 
inadmissible  to  prove,  in  this  suit,  anything  about  his  title.    If 
there  had  been  admissible  testimony  (title  papers,)  to  prove  that 
he  was,  at  the  time  of  those  declarations,  seized  in  fee  of  the 
land,  no  declarations  made  by  him,  whether  before  or  after  the 
deed  to  BlackistoHy  or  while  under  age,  or  when  of  age,  could 
take  from  him  his  fee  simple,  and  give  him  a  fee  tail  estate  for 
life,  or  for  years.    If,  on  the  other  hand,  he  had  not  the  evi- 
dence which  the  law  requires  of  his  title,  how  could  any  de- 
clarations which  he  might  make,  be  in  disparagement  of  his 
tide? 

Reversed  on  1st  and  3rd  exceptions.    2nd  exception  affirm- 
ed, and  procedendo  awarded. 

JUDGMENT  REVERSED,  AND 

PROrRDENDO  AWARDED, 
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William  H.  Marriott,  surviving  executor  of  John  Mc- 
Kim,  Jr.,  vs.  Samuel  J.  K.  Handy  and  wife,  and  Jobn 
M.  Duncan  and  wife. — June,  1849. 

This  court  passed  a  decree  reversing  an  order  of  the  court  below,  and  remand, 
ing  the  cause,  bat  delivered  no  opinion.  Hbld  :  that  what  was  decided  by 
this  eoart  in  that  case  will  appear  from  the  decree,  and  not  by  a  reference 
to  the  points  made  and  argaed  by  the  counsel  of  either  of  the  parties. 

At  the  instance  of  legatees,  the  orphans  court  sent  to  the  county  court  issues 
for  trial ;  Ist,  whether  D,  one  of  the  executors,  executed  a  certain  mortgage 
to  the  testator  in  his  li^  time ;  3nd,  whether  this  mortgage  had  been  re. 
leased  in  due  form  of  law ;  and  3rd,  whether  the  money  due  by  it  had  been 
paid  to  the  testator  in  his  life  time.  Held  :  that  J)f .,  the  co-executor  of 
D.,  should  be  made  a  co-defendant  with  him  in  the  trial  of  these  issues. 

The  cause  being  remanded  by  a  decree  of  this  court,  directing  JV  to  be  made 
■ueh  ccdefendant,  and  it  appearing  that  D,  the  debtor  executor  had 
died  pending  the  former  appeal,  and  that  M  had  made  return  of  the  mort- 
gage debt  alleged  to  be  due  by  bis  deceased  co-executor,  it  was  Held  :  that 
the  trial  of  the  above  issues  was  no  longer  necessary. 

The  decree  of  this  court,  remanding  tlie  cause  on  the  former  appeal,  was 
similar  to  a  procedendo  in  any  other  case.  Upon  the  return  of  the  cause 
ander  it,  the  orphans  court  might  have  changed  the  issues,  or  added  others, 
if  found  necessary. 

When  the  court  below  is  in  possession  of  a  cause  under  a  procedendo,  it  can 
entirely  change  the  issues,  make  a  new  case,  convert  an  action  of  slander 
into  an  action  of  trover,  or  upon  a  promissory  note,  notwithstanding  the 
vrords  of  the  writ  directing  the  court  to  procoed  in  the  case  as  if  no  trial  had 
taken  place,  or  appeal  prosecuted. 

A  receipt  by  a  mortgagee,  acknowledging  that  he  has  received  the  mortgage 
debt  in  fall,  is  an  equitable  release  of  the  mortgage,  and  the  absence  of  a  for- 
mal  release  under  seal,  could  not  make  it  the  duty  of  the  executors  of  the 
mortgagee  to  return  the  mortgaged  property  as  part  of  the  assets  of  their 
testator. 

Appeal  from  the  Orphans  court  of  Baliimore  county. 

This  case  originated  in  a  petition  filed  in  said  orphans  court, 
on  the  22nd  of  July,  1846,  by  the  appellees.  Handy  and 
otherSy  as  legatees  and  persons  interested  in  the  settlement  of 
the  personal  estate  of  John  McKinty  Jr.y  against  the  executors 
on  said  estate,  Marriott  (the  appellant,)  and  David  J.  McKim, 
now  deceased.  This  petition  alleged  debts  to  be  due  the  estate 
by  both  of  said  executors,  which  had  not  been  returned  by 
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them ;  that  the  debt  due  by  (he  said  David f  was  a  mortgage 
executed  by  him  to  hi^  said  testator^  oA  the  1  st  6f  'AsSy,  I'SdCT, 
conveying  certain  household  efTects^  &c.^  to  secure  th6  sum 
therein  mentioned ^  of  $6^900^  as  the  rent  of  a  dwelling  house 
of  the  said  testator,  occupied  by  his  said  son  David,  and  pray- 
ing for  a  return  of  an  additional  inventory  and  list  of  debts^ 
and  for  the  passage  of  a  final  account  by  said  executors.  It 
also  states  that  said  executoi's  ibteiid  relying  upob  a  receipt  of 
the  said  testator  as  a  dbcharge  of  the  mortgage,  which,  it  avers, 
cannot  discharge  a  debt  evidenced  by  a  sealed  instrument. 

The  answer  of  the  said  Davidy  admitted  the  execution  of 
said  mortgage,  yet  wholly  denied  that  any  debt  was  now  due 
thereby,  from  him  to  the  testator,  and  averring  that  nothing  hhd 
been  due  on  it,  he  exhibited  and  relied  on  a  receipt  in  full  foir 
the  said  mortgage  claim  executed  by  said  testator,  as  a  bar  to 
said  claim,' and  a  full  justificatioir  for  the  non-return-  of  said 
debt.  The  answer  of  Marriott,  the  co-executor,  did  not  ad- 
mit the  existence  of  the  alleged  debt,  and  founded  his  denial 
upon  the  declaration  of  the  testator  in  his  life  time,  that  his 
said  son  David  owed  him  nothing  upon  said  mortgage  claim; 
and  also  upon  his  own  personal  knowledge  that  the  said  receipt 
in  full  for  said  claim,  executed  by  said  testator  to  the  said 
David,  ivas  made  and  executed  at  the  instance  and  direction  of 
tlie  said  testator,  to  discharge  any  claim  that  might  appear  to 
be  due  by  said  mortgage. 

The  petitioners  then  prayed  that  three  issues  might  be  sent 
to  BaUimore  county  court  for  trial.  The  1st  related  to  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  moilgage;  2nd,  whether  the  mortgage  had  been 
released  in  due  form  of  law  3  and  3rd,  whether  the  money  due 
by  it  had  been  paid  to  the  testator  in  his  life  time.  The  exe- 
cutor, the  said  David,  also  prayed  an  issue  on  the  single  ques- 
tion, whether  there  was,  at  the  death  of  the  said  J.  McKim, 
any  debt  due  by  him  to  said  J.  McKim,  under  or  by  virtue  of 
said  mortgage. 

On  these  petitions  the  orphans  court,  by  their  order  of  tlie 
28th  of  April,  1847,  directed  tlie  said  issues  to  be  sent  for  trial, 
OS  prayed;  and  also  directed  that  in  the  trial  of  said  issues,  the 
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said  petitioners  should  be  ptaintiffsy  and  the  said  David  J.  Me- 
Kkn  the  defendant.  From  this  order  an  appeal  was  prayed 
by  the  petitioners,  and  this  court,  (Dorset,  J.,  dissenting,)  at 
December  term,  1847,  reversed  this  order  and  remanded  the 
cause. 

The  decree  of  this  court,  reversing  said  order  is  dated  the 
dOth  of  March,  1848,  and  decrees  <Mhat  there  was  error  in  the 
decree  of  the  orphans  court  of  Bcdtimcre  county,  of  the  28th 
of  April,  1847,  in  not  joining  WiUiam  H,  Marriotty  one  of 
the  executors  of  the  late  John  McKimj  Jr.,  as  a  co-defendant 
with  the  said  David  T.  MeKimy  the  other  executor  of  the  said 
John  MoKifn,  Jr.y  and  that,  therefore,  so  much  of  the  said 
decree  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed,  with  the  costs," 
&c,y  ^^and  that  the  said  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  re- 
manded to  the  said  orphans  court,  for  the  correction  of  the  said 
error,  making  the  said  W.  H.  MarriGit  a  party  to  the  issues  in 
the  said  decree  mentioned,  and  for  such  other  and  further  pro- 
ceedings therein,  as  may  be  just  and  necessary." 

The  cause  being  thus  remanded,  the  petitioners,  on  the  19th 
of  June,  1848,  filed  another  petition  suggesting  the  death  of 
said  Davidy  and  praying  tliat  said  issues  might  be  sent  for  trial, 
as  aforesaid,  and  Marriotty  as  surviving  executor,  be  made  de- 
fendant. Marriotty  in  his  answer  to  this  petition,  after  refer- 
ring to  the  previous  answers  and  proceedings,  as  showing  that 
said  issues  related  solely  to  a  debt  alleged  to  be  due  from  bis 
said  co-executor,  states,  that  beirig  made  a  party  to  the  proceed- 
ings by  the  original  petition,  he  did  not  deem  it  necessary  for 
him  to  have  made  return  of  said  mortgaged  property  or  debt; 
because,  from  the  facts  stated  in  the  original  answer,  and  es- 
pecially the  execution  of  the  receipt  in  full  by  the  testator,  he 
believed  there  was  nothing  due  the  estate  thereon,  and  because 
the  debt  being  alleged  to  be  due  from  bis  co-executor,  it  was, 
by  law,  the  duty  of  said  co-executor,  if  so  indebted,  to  give  in 
the  claim,  which  thereby  became  assets  in  his  hands,  for  which 
his  bond  was  liable,  and  that  the  said  debt  being  denied  by  his 
said  co-executor,  he,  (Marriotty)  as  co-executor,  had  not  the 
right,  by  any  return  of  the  debt  made  by  him,  to  chaige  his 
5        V.8 
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said  co-executor  with  said  debt,  nor  any  power  to  institute  any 
suit  or  proceeding  against  bis  said  co-exec  utor,  for  the  recovery 
of  the  same^  but,  on  the  contrary,  in  case  of  a  denial  or  re- 
fusal to  give  in  a  debt,  by  an  executor  alleged  to  be  indebted, 
the  law  provided  a  special  mode  of  proceeding,  at  the  instance 
of  any  one  interested  in  the  estate,  against  said  executor,  by 
which  the  debt  is  established,  became  assets  in  his  hands;  and^ 
therefore,  he  was  neither  required  nor  justified  in  retaining  said 
debt,  without  the  concurrence  of  his  said  co-executor,  and  in 
the  face  of  his  denial  of  the  debt.     The  answer,  then,  admit- 
ting the  death  of  said  Davidy  by  which  respondent  was  left  sole 
executor,  states,  that  by  this  event  he  is  advised  the  position  of 
the  controversy  is  materially  varied,  and  that  he  ought  now  to 
make  such  a  return  as  will  enable  him,  or  the  parties  interested^ 
to  take  the  necessary  steps  to  establish  or  recover  the  same.     It 
then  states  that  said  David  gave  a  separate  bond  as  executor^ 
amply  sufficient  to  secure  what  may  be  due  upon  it,  and  that 
letters  of  administration  had  been  granted  on  the  estate  of  said 
David.     It  tlien  adds,  that  by  the  death  of  said  David,  all 
privity  between  his  estate  and  that  of  McKim,  the  testator,  is 
so  far  ended,  that  the  only  course  for  the  determination  of  the 
said  claim,  is  by  legal  proceedings  against  the  administrator  of 
said  David,  or  on  his  said  bond,  or  against  the  mortgaged  pro- 
perty; and  that  the  trial  of  said  issues,  without  making  the  per- 
sonal representatives  or  sureties  of  said  David  parties,  would 
be  wholly  unavailing  as  to  them^  and  that  the  necessity  and 
legal  propriety  of  trying,  under  said  issues,  the  questions  in- 
volved in  the  same,  has  ceased,  since  by  the  death  of  said 
Davidy  his  personal  representatives  or  sureties  are  liable  to  legal 
proceedings  for  the  trial  of  the  same,  by  the  surviving  executor, 
or  those  interested  in  the  estate,  and  cannot  be  made  parties  to 
this  proceeding.     He.  therefore,  makes  return  of  the  debt 
claimed  to  be  due  under  said  mortgage,  and  submits  that  this 
return  having  been  made,  the  trial  of  said  issues  is  not  neces- 
sary or  legally  proper,  in  order  to  the  determination  of  the  ex- 
istence of  said  debt. 

This  return  accompanies  the  answer,  and  makes  return  of 
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the  mortgage  debt^  and  returns  as  to  the  property  mortgaged, 
that  said  David  retaining  possession  after  the  mortgage,  re- 
mained in  possession  until  his  death,  denying  the  mortgage  debt, 
and  that  the  property,  or  what  remains  of  it,  passed  to  the  hands 
of  his  said  administrator,  who  claims  the  same,  and  denies  that 
there  is  any  debt  due  under  the  mortgage,  and  that  he  can 
make  or  return  no  inventory  of  the  same,  until  he  can  obtain 
possession  of  the  same  by  legal  process,  or  otherwise,  and  for 
this  purpose  he  submits  himself  to  the  direction  of  the  court. 

To  this  answer  a  replication  was  filed,  reiterating  the  former 
all^ations  as  to  the  existence  of  the  debt,  and  the  legal  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  receipt  to  discharge  it,  stating,  in  detail,  the  for- 
mer proceedings,  and  setting  out  and  relying  upon  the  decision 
of  this  court  on  the  former  appeal,  and  the  order  remanding 
the  cause,  and  insisting  on  the  sending  and  trial  of  said  issues 
with  the  appellant,  as  surviving  executor,  as  the  sole  party 
thereto.  And  said  orphans  court,  by  their  order  of  the  13th  of 
September,  1848,  ordered  that  the  said  issues  should  be  trans- 
mitted for  trial,  and  that  the  appellant,  as  said  surviving  execu- 
tor, should  be  the  party  defendant  thereto.  From  this  order 
the  present  appeal  is  taken. 

The  cause  was  ai^ued  before  Dorset,  C.  J.,  Spence,  Ma- 
GRUDER,  Martin  and  Friok,  J. 

By  R.  Johnson  and  McMahon,  for  the  appellants,  who 
insisted: 

1st.  That  as  the  said  petition,  and  the  issues  prayed  for  under 
it,  did  not  relate  to  any  debt  due  by  the  said  appellant,  as  exe- 
cutor, nor  to  any  assets  of  the  estate  in  his  hands,  but  sokly  to 
a  debt  due  and  claimed  from  his  said  co-executor,  Davidy  and 
denied  by  said  David,  and  to  the  property  mortgaged  therefor, 
remaining  in  the  possession  of  said  David,  until  his  death,  and 
passing,  at  his  death,  to  his  administrator  holding  possession  of 
the  same,  and  contesting  said  debt;  and  as  the  said  issues  relate 
exclusively  to  tlie  existence  of  said  debt,  the  result  of  the  death 
of  the  said  David,  by  the  removal  of  the  party  to  be  charged 
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with  said  debt^  was  to  render  the  trial  of  said  issues^  against 
the  appellant  alone,  unnecessary^  as  insufficient  to  bind  the 
party  to  be  chaiged  with  the  finding  under  said  issues,  or  the 
results  thereof^  and  unauthorised  by  the  acts  of  Assembly,  rela- 
tive to  such  issues. 

2nd.  That  even  if  this  were  not  so^  the  whole  object  of  this 
proceeding  as  to  the  appellant,  the  co-executor,  have  been  sub- 
stantially gratified,  and  the  trial  of  said  issues,  as  to  him,  ren- 
dered unnecessary  and  legally  improper,  by  his  aforesaid  an- 
swers and  return,  and  his  submission  thereby,  to  any  order  of 
the  court,  might  deem  it  proper  to  pass,  as  to  the  collection  of 
said  debt,  and  the  recovery  or  return  of  said  property. 

3rd.  That  under  (he  altered  state  of  the  case,  produced  by 
the  death  of  said  Davidy  and  the  aforesaid  answer  and  return 
of  the  appellant,  the  former  decision  of  this  court  was  not  con- 
clusive as  to  the  right  of  the  petitioners  to  the  trial  of  said  is- 
sues, after  said  occurrences;  or  as  to  their  right  to  the  trial  of 
them  as  against  the  appellant,  as  the  sole  party  defendant. 

Handt  and  Nblbon,  for  the  appellees,  insisted: 

1st.  From  all  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  as  disclosed  by 
the  record  of  the  proceedings,  the  said  appellees  and  petitioners 
are  legally  entitled,  as  a  matter  of  right ,  to  have  their  issues 
aforesaid  sent  to  Baltimore  county  court,  as  a  court  of  law  for 
city  business,  for  trial,  against  the  said  William  H,  Marriott^ 
said  surviving  executor  of  said  John  McKim^  Jr..  and  this 
court  must  affirm  the  said  decree  and  order  of  the  said  orphans 
court,  bearing  date  the  13th  of  September,  1848^  the  same  be- 
ing in  compliance  with  the  said  decree  of  this  court,  passed  in 
this  cause,  bearing  date  the  30ih  of  March,  1848,  and  made  a 
part  of  this  record  of  appeal. 

2nd.  This  court,  by  its  decree  passed  in  the  said  former  appeal, 
having  directed  the  said  issues  to  be  sent  to  Baltimore  county 
courts  aforesaid,  for  trial,  with  directions  to  said  orphans  court 
to  make  the  said  William  B.  Marriott  a  party  to  the  said  is- 
sues, and  for  such  other  and  further  proceedings  as  might  he 
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ju9t  and  necessary,  the  question  presented  by  this  appeal  is  not 
now  an  €pen  question^  the  same  being  res  adjudiccUa, 

Magruder,  J.^  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

What  was  decided  by  the  court;  on  the  former  appeal  be- 
tween these  parties,  will  appear  by  the  decree  then  passed,  and 
not  by  a  reference  to  the  points  made  and  argued  by  either  of 
the  parties.  This  court  determined,  and  could  only  determine, 
that  so  much  of  the  order  of  the  court  below  '^as  excluded  the 
said  WUHam  H.  Marriott  from  being  a  co-defendant  in  the 
trial  of  said  issues  in  said  county  court,  be  reversed,  and  simply 
directed  the  said  orphans  court  to  make  the  said  William  H. 
MarriM  a  party  to  the  said  issues,  to  be  sent  and  tried  in  the 
said  county  court." 

Touching  any  other  matters  in  controversy  between  these 
parties,  the  court  intimated  no  opinion.  It  was  simply  a  de- 
cision by  this  court,  that  in  the  trial  of  issues  like  these,  it  is 
usual  and  proper  to  make  ail  the  executors  parties  to  defend, 
and  in  this  case  the  usual  practice  should  not  be  departed  from. 
It  did  not;  and  could  not  provide  for  events  not  to  be  foreseen; 
such  as  the  death  of  any  of  the  persons^  by  the  decree  required 
to  be  made  parties. 

The  death  of  McKim^  the  other  executor,  certainly  puts  it 
out  of  the  power  of  the  court  below  to  name  the  original  par- 
ties as  the  parties  when  the  issues  are  to  be  tried,  to  make  Mar- 
riott a  co-defendant,  as  the  individual  whose  co-defendant  he 
was  to  be,  can  no  longer  be  associated  with  him,  and  especially 
as  this  court  was  bound  to  know  that  Marriott  was,  in  interest , 
a  co-plaiutiff. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  appellant,  that  although  it  might  be  pro- 
per, while  the  other  executor  was  alive,  to  make  the  appellant 
a  co-defendant,  yet,  in  the  trial  of  the  matters  now  in  contro* 
versy^  (if  a  trial  of  them  has  not  become  unnecessary,)  he  can- 
not;  with  any  propriety,  be  made  sole  defendant^  if  a  defendant 
at  all.  Surely ;  in  order  to  decide  this  simple  question,  it  is  not 
necessary  for  us  to  examine  all  the  matters  in  controversy, 
which  have  existed,  or  may  arise  between  these  parties.     Is- 
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sues  are  to  be  directed  and  tried^  when  the  facts  in  issue  must 
be  ascertained  before  the  court  can  pass  any  order  properly  re- 
quired of  it,  and  when  the  court  is  authorised  to  pass  some  order 
grounded  in  whole  or  in  part  upon  the  facts  to  be  found  and 
ascertained  by  the  trial  of  the  issues. 

What  is  the  matter  of  complaint  in  this  case?  Simply  that 
one  of  the  executors  (the  one  now  deceased,)  was  indebted  to 
the  testator  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  to  secure  the  payment 
of  that  debt,  had  executed  a  mortgage  to  the  creditor,  and  that 
of  this  debt,  and  of  the  property  conveyed  by  the  mortgage, 
no  notice  was  taken  by  the  executors,  in  their  inventory,  of  the 
property  or  lists  of  debts  due  to  the  deceased  returned  by  them 
to  the  orphans  court.  The  executors  answered,  and  set  forth 
their  reasons  for  not  returning  a  debt  which,  as  they  supposed, 
had  no  longer  existence.  Issues  were  directed,  and  the  next 
matter  in  dispute  was,  whether  Marriotty  who  was  an  executor, 
though  not  the  debtor  executor,  should  be  a  party  defendant. 
Of  this  question  this  court  has  disposed,  as  stated  already. 
McKiniy  who,  by  the  order  of  this  court,  was  to  be  a  defen- 
dant, has  died,  and  now  the  question  is,  who  can  properly  be 
defendants  in  the  trial  of  these  issues,  if,  for  reasons  hereafter 
to  be  stated,  it  be  not  unnecessary  to  try  them? 

It  would  seem  that  a  trial  of  those  issues  is  quite  unneces- 
sary. If,  in  the  trial  of  them,  Marriotty  and  Marriott  alone,  is 
to  be  a  party  defendant,  no  verdict  which  could  be  rendered, 
would  establish  the  claim  against  the  estate  of  Daptd  T.  Mc- 
Kim y  no  person  having  an  interest  in  that  estate  being  a  party 
to  the  trial. 

If  it  be  said  that  Marriott  was  bound  to  return  the  debt  be- 
fore the  death  of  his  co-executor,  the  answer  is,  that  there  is 
now  no  such  question  before  the  court  below,  such  a  question 
can  only  rise  in  an  action  upon  his  testamentary  bond,  or  in 
some  other  form  to  be  instituted  elsewhere.  If  it  be  contended 
that  the  trial  of  those  issues  is  necessary  to  enable  the  court  be- 
low to  decide  whether  Marriott  ought  not  now  (and  when  he 
is  sole  executor,)  to  be  directed  to  make  such  a  return,  the  an- 
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8wer  is,  that  any  such  order  has  become  unnecedsaiy,  inasmuch 
as  the  return  has  been  made  by  him. 

It  has  been  said,  indeed,  that  the  return  now  made  is  defec- 
tive^  inasmuch  as  it  does  not  state  whether  the  debt  is  sperate. 
The  appellant  says,  and  this  is  no  where  denied,  that  he  con- 
scientiously believes  that  the  debt  does  not  exist,  and  he  believes 
that  the  debt  does  not  exist,  and  he  believes  it  because  the  cre- 
ditor, in  his  life  time,  so  informed  him,  and  he  has  seen  a  re- 
ceipt in  full  executed  by  him.  It  would  be  difficult  to  say  of 
such  a  debt,  that  it  is  either  sperate  or  desperate.  The  case, 
indeed,  is  a  very  extraordinary  one.  It  is  not  denied  that  the 
debt  has  been  paid.  If  the  creditor  is  to  be  believed^  he  has  de- 
clared it  in  conversation,  and  also  in  the  form  of  a  receipt  in 
full,  and  it  will  be  a  singular  issue,  if,  in  the  trial  of  it,  each 
party  is  to  rely  on  the  testimony  of  the  other,  to  discredit  his 
own  declarations.  There  seems  to  be  a  misconception  of  the 
order  of  this  court  passed  on  the  former  appeal,  which,  it  seems 
to  be  thought,  took  from  the  court  below  the  power,  in  any 
respect,  to  change  their  order,  further  than  by  directing  the 
name  of  William  H,  Marrioit  to  be  inserted  in  it  as  a  co- 
defendant.  This  surely  is  a  mistake.  This  court  has  never 
decided  that  a  trial  of  those  issues  is  necessary,  in  order  to  the 
correct  determination  of  the  matters  in  controversy  between  the 
parties.  It  has  decided  nothing,  except  that  William  H.  Mar- 
riati  ought  to  be  a  co-defendant.  To  make  the  decree  upon 
the  former  appeal  intelligible,  it  may  be  likened  to  a  proceden- 
do issued  in  any  other  case  which  directs  the  court  below  to 
proceed  in  the  cause  as  if  no  trial  had  taken  place,  or  any  ap- 
peal had  been  prosecuted.  Yet  no  body  doubts  that,  notwith- 
standing the  words  of  such  a  writ,  the  court  below,  when  in 
possession  of  the  case,  can  change  entirely  the  issues,  may 
make  a  new  case,  can  convert  an  action  of  slander  into  an  ac- 
tion of  trover,  or  upon  a  promissory  note,  and  therein  is  mani- 
fested no  disobedience  to  the  superior  court;  so,  upon  the  return 
of  this  case  to  the  orphans  court,  other  issues  might  be  found 
necessary;  and  if  so,  might  rightfully  be  added,  or  the  petition 
might  be  altered,  and  this  might  require,  in  order  to  its  deter- 
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tninatioQi  other  issues  to  be  fiamed.  Indeed,  according  to  the 
argument  for  the  petitioners,  a  change  of  the  issues  is  necessary, 
for  now  the  thing  of  which  he  complains  is  not  that  no  return 
of  the  alleged  claim  has  been  made,  but  that  the  return  is  not 
in  every  respect  conformable  to  the  act  of  Assembly. 

The  truth  is,  that  pending  the  controversy  which  gave  rise 
to  these  issues,  the  case  has  been  changed,  and  is  like  a  case 
sent  back  by  a  proceeding,  in  which,  pending  the  appeal,  or  in 
consequence  of  the  decision  of  the  court  above,  the  party  im- 
pleaded has  done  everything  which  he  is  required  by  his  ad- 
versary to  do. 

It  is  made  known  to  us,  by  the  parties,  that  the  controversy 
is  between  members  of  the  family  of  Mr.  McKkiiy  claiming 
as  legatees,  and  his  executors,  the  former  alleging  that  a  debt 
due  from  one  of  the  executors  to  the  testator^  ought  to  be  re- 
turned to  the  orphans  court,  and  the  other  relying  on  Mr.  Mc- 
Kim^s  receipt  for  the  debt.  Its  genuineness  is  not  questioned, 
nor  is  a  doubt  intimated  that  the  testator,  when  he  executed 
it,  understood  its  contents.  The  truth  of  the  matter  alleged  by 
the  testator  himself,  is  the  only  thing  denied,  and  the  only 
question  between  the  parties  seems  to  be,  whether  this  receipt, 
although  it  may  have  been  executed  by  the  creditor  himself, 
with  a  knowledge  of  its  contents,  and  of  his  own  free  will,  is 
to  have  all  the  effect  which  it  seems  to  be  admitted  it  would 
have  had,  if,  when  the  creditor  signed,  he  had  also  sealed  it. 
Without  undertaking  to  decide  a  question  which  is  not  before 
us,  we  have  stated  what  it  seems  the  question  really  is,  and 
will  add  a  reference  to  Isi  Oreenlecff  on  Evidence,  sec.  306, 
and  the  authorities  there  cited. 

The  petition  which  gave  rise  to  this  appeal,  was  filed  by  the 
appellees  on  the  19th  June,  1848.  It  makes  known  to  the  court 
the  death  of  David  T.  McKim^wckA  asks  that  the  issues  afore- 
said, as  framed  by  petitioners,  may  be  transmitted  to  Baltimore 
county  court  for  trial,  and  that  WUliam  H.  Marriotiy  as  sur- 
viving executor  of  John  McKimy  Jr.yhe  made  defendant  there- 
in. This  petition  is  answered  by  Marriott y  who  therein  states 
what  he  has  done  since  the  death  of  his  co-executor.    He  has 
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done  that  which  the  original  petition  required  to  be  done^  and^ 
iherefore^  a  trial  of  the  issues  is  unnecesBary.  To  this,  there 
is  a  replication  which  shows  that  the  matter  in  controversy, 
and  the  admissions  made  by  the  parties,  requires  no  matter  of 
fact  to  be  astertained,  the  simple  question  in  the  case  being 
whether  a  receipt  in  full,  given  by  a  father  to  his  son,  is  nudum 
pactum.  It  is  certainly  no  question  whetlier  the  mortgagee 
can  claim  both  the  mortgage  debt  and  the  mortgaged  premises. 
If  the  mortgagee  chooses  to  be  satbfied,  and  acknowledge,  by 
competent  testimony,  that  he  has  received  the  debt  in  full,  this 
is  usually  treated  as  an  equitable  release  of  the  mortgaged  pre- 
mises; and  the  absence  of  a  formal  release,  and  under  seal, 
certainly,  under  such  circumstances,  could  not  make  it  the 
duty  of  the  executors  to  return  the  mortgaged  premises  as  a 
part  of  the  property  of  their  deceased  testator,  to  be  distributed 
among  his  l^^atees. 

The  court  below,  therefore,  in  its  order  of  September, 
1848,  erred  in  directing  those  issues  to  be  transmitted  to  the 
county  court  for  trial,  notwithstanding  the  death  of  David  T. 
MeKim,  and  the  return  then  made  by  the  surviving  executions, 
and  that  in  the  trial  of  those  issues,  William  H.  Marriott j  as 
tfte  surviving  executor  of  John  McKimj  Jr.y  be  defendant. 
This  court  will  sign  a  decree  reversing  the  order  with  costs,  and 
dismissing  bill. 

DSCREB  REYBRBED. 


William  B.  Dail,  vs.  Devereux  Traverse. — June,  1849. 

The  10th  lecUon  of  the  act  of  1799,  oh.  79,  requiring  sherifie,  and  other  offi- 
con,  in  caeea  of  injunctions  teaued  to  prevent  their  aelling  personal  property 
taken  in  execution,  to  return  the  same  to  the  party  from  whom  it  was  taken, 
does  not  require  nor  warrant  such  officer  to  return  money  received  from 
the  sale  of  such  property  eo  taken,  to  the  person  on  whose  property  the  levy 
6  V.8 
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WBB  made,  where  such  sale  has  been  coosammated  anterior  to  the  istaing 
of  the  injunction. 
A  sheriff  sold  personal  property  under  an  execution,  and  receiyed  the  nionej 
therefor.  An  injunction  then  issued  suspending  further  proceedings  under 
the  JL  fa.,  **  until  the  further  order  of  the  court."  Afterwards,  upon  ap. 
plication  of  the  party  whose  property  had  been  so  sold,  the  county  court 
passed  an  order  directing  the  sheriff  to  pay  said  proceeds  oyer  to  him. 
Held  :  that  there  was  error  in  this  order,  because  the  injunction  had  not 
been  made  perpetual. 

Appeal  from  Dorchester  county  court. 

A  writ  of  Ji.  fa,  was  issued  out  of  said  county  court  on  the 
24th  of  Aprils  1844,  upon  a  judgment  recovered  in  said  court 
by  Win.  Conner,  as  administrator  of  Wm.  Conner^  deceased, 
for  the  sum  of  $5,529,  and  $159.27  costs.  This  writ  was  laid 
upon  certain  negroes,  the  property  of  Traverse^  the  defendant 
in  (he  judgment,  which  were  sold  by  one  Thomas  Haywardj 
as  agent  of  said  Traverse^  with  the  permission  of  the  sheriff, 
with  the  understanding  and  agreement  of  said  Traverse  and 
Hayward,  that  the  proceeds,  amounting  to  $2,000,  should  be 
paid  said  sheriff,  on  account  of  said  execution,  which  was  ac- 
cordingly done.  Afterwards,  on  the  20th  of  June,  1844,  Tra- 
verse ^  (he  defendant  in  the  judgment,  filed  his  bill  on  the  equity 
side  of  said  court,  setting  up  certain  equities  against  said  judg- 
ment, which  it  is  not  material  to  state,  and  averring  that  nothing 
was  due  on  account  thereof,  and  praying  for  an  injunction  re- 
straining the  fuither  execution  of  said  judgment;  and,  on  the 
same  day,  an  injunction  was  granted,  directed  to  Wm.  B.  Daily 
the  sheriff,  and  Conner ^  the  plaintiff,  enjoining  them  from  is- 
suing or  enforcing  any  execution  on  said  judgment  ^'  until  the 
further  order  of  this  court."  This  injunction  was  duly  served 
upon  the  sheriff. 

On  the  14th  of  April,  1845,  Conn^,  the  plaintiff,  moved  the 
court  for  a  rule  upon  the  sheriff  to  make  return  of  the  money 
received  by  him,  as  above  stated,  and  to  show  cause  why  he 
has  not  paid  the  same  over  in  part  satisfaction  of  said  execution. 
On  the  2nd  of  June  following,  the  court  discharged  this  rule; 
and  on  the  13th  of  October  following,  the  defendant,  TYaverse, 
applied  to  the  court  for  a  rule  upon  the  sheriff^  to  shew  cause 
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why  the  said  sum  of  money^  remainiDg  in  bis  hands^  should 
not  be  applied  for  tbe  benefit  of  said  applicant,  stating  in  his 
apjdication  the  facts  above  stated  in  relation  to  the  injunction. 
The  sheriff  resisted  this  motion,  among  other  reasons,  on  the 
ground  that  said  money  was  received  by  him  in  his  individual 
capacity,  and  not  by  virtue  of  his  office;  and  further,  that  he 
would  be  liable  to  pay  the  same  over  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  judg- 
ment, whenever  the  said  injunction  should  be  dissolved.  But 
the  court  (Goldsborough,  A.  J.,)  passed  an  order  directing 
the  sheriff  to  pay  said  sum  over  to  the  defendant,  TVaverse. 
From  this  order  the  sheriff  appealed. 

The  cause  was  aigued  before  Dorsey,  O.  J.,  Spence,  Ma- 
GRUDER,  Martin,  and  Frick,  J. 

James  A.  Stewart,  for  the  appellant,  insisted: 

That  the  sheriff  held  the  money  in  his  individual  capacity, 
and  was  not  subject  to  the  summary  order  of  the  court,  and 
that  the  only  remedy  against  him  was  by  a  regular  suit  or  action 
at  law. 

Le  Comftb,  for  the  appellee,  contended: 

That  by  the  injunction,  the  right  of  the  sheriff  over  the  pro- 
perty of  the  appellee  ceased,  and  he  was,  therefore,  entitled  to 
have  again  the  said  property,  and  the  money  for  which  said 
negroes  had  been  sold. 

Dorset,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

It  appears  by  the  record  before  us,  that,  on  the  24th  of  April, 
1844,  a  ^eri  facias  issued  out  of  Dorchester  county  court,  to 
the  sheriff  of  that  county,  on  a  judgment  in  said  court  rendered 
against  Devereux  Traverscy  in  favor  of  fVm,  Conner,  admin- 
istrator of  Wm,  Conner y  deceased,  for  $5,529,  and  $159.27 
costs.  That  intermediate  the  issuing  of  the  said  execution  and 
the  20th  of  June,  1844,  when  an  injunction  issued  suspending, 
until  the  further  order  of  the  court,  all  further  proceedings  un- 
der the  fieri  facias y  Wm,  B.  Dail,  the  sheriff  of  the  county. 
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lowtiom  the  execution  was  delivered,  had  levied  the  sume 
upon  certain  negroea  of  Devereux  Traverse,  and  that  byngree- 
ment  between  Ihe  Bheiiff  and  Traverse,  a  certain  Thomas 
Hayward,  the  agent  of  Traverse,  had  sold  the  negroes,  and 
paid  to  the  sheriff  the  sum  of  §2,000,  the  proceeds  of  sale  on 
account  of  the  execution.  The  bill  of  complaint,  on  which 
the  iojunction  issued,  denied  that  anything  waa  due  on  the 
judgment;  and  it  no  where  appears  in  the  record  that  the  in- 
juDctioh  is  not  still  in  full  force. 

On  the  14ih  of  April,  1S45,  Conner,  the  administrator,  filed 
bie  petition  in  the  county  court,  praying  that  a  rule  might  be 
laid  upon  the  sheriff,  to  make  a  return  of  tlic  amount  of  money 
BO  received  by  him,  and  to  show  cause  why  the  same  had  not 
been  paid  over  in  satisfaction  of  the  execution.  To  which  ap- 
plication the  sheriff  made  a  return  showing  the  amount  by  him 
received,  as  aforesaid,  and  that  it  remained  in  his  hands,  ready 
to  be  paid  over  or  applied  as  the  county  court  might  direct. 
The  rule  to  show  cause  was,  on  (he  2nd  of  June,  1S45,  dis- 
cbaiged.  Upon  what  ground  the  court's  decision  was  made, 
doee  not  appear;  but  it  is  presumed  that  it  deemed  it  improper 
to  pasB  the  order  required,  during  the  continuance  of  the  in- 
junction. 

On  the  30ih  of  October,  1845,  Devereux  Traverse  applied 
to  the  county  court  for  a  rule  upon  the  sheriff,  lo  show  cause 
why  the  said  sum  so  remaining  in  his  hands,  should  not  be  paid 
to  the  applicant,  or  otherwise  appropriated  to  his  benefit;  and 
on  the  seventh  day  of  November  following,  the  county  court 
ordered  that  the  said  sum  of  money  be  paid  over  to  Ihe  said 
Devereux  Traverse.  From  that  order  the  present  appeal  hath 
been  brought  before  this  court,  by  Wm.  B.  Dail,  the  shcrifT. 
If  the  injunction  had  been  made  perpetual ,  the  order  appealed 
from  would  have  received  our  entire  approval,  as,  under  the 
circumetances  in  which  the  money  came  to  his  hands,  the 
sheriff  would  not  have  been  listened  to  for  amoment,in  saying 
that  it  was  not  received  by  him  in  his  official  capaci(y.  To 
couateDance  such  a  denial,  would  be  a  precedent  of  dangerous 
tendency,  and  would  give  sanction  to  a  gross  violation  of  ofii- 
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cial  faith  and  duty,  not  to  say  to  a  fraud.  If  this  order  can  be 
sustained  at  all,  it  must  rest  for  its  support  upon  the  10th  section 
of  the  act  of  1799,  ch.  79,  which  declares,  '^and  whereas  it 
sometimes  happens  that  an  injunction  from  the  court  of  chan- 
cery prevents  the  sheriff  from  proceeding  to  sell,  after  he  hath 
taken  in  execution  property  of  a  perishable  nature,  and  doubts 
are  entertained  respecting  the  power,  duly  and  liability  of  the 
sheriff,  and  whatever  the  law  may  be,  great  inconveniences 
must  arise  to  one  of  the  parties,  or  to  the  sheriff,  whether  the 
injunction  be  afterwards  dissolved,  or  decreed  to  be  perpetual; 
be  it  enacted,  that  in  case  any  injunction  from  the  court  of 
chancery  shall  hereafter  issue,  to  prevent  a  sheriff  or  other  officer 
from  selling  personal  property  taken  in  execution,  immediately 
on  the  service  of  such  injunction  on  the  sheriff  or  other  officer, 
he  shall  deliver  back  the  property  so  taken  in  execution,  to  the 
party  from  whom  it  was  taken,  and  shall  not  be  answerable  to 
the  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs  at  law,  on  account  of  the  same;  and 
in  all  cases  where  personal  property  hath  been  taken  in  execu- 
tion, and  the  sheriff  or  other  officer  hath  been  prevented ,  by 
injunction  from  the  chancery  court,  from  selling  the  same,  the  ^ 
sheriff  or  other  officer  may  deliver  the  same,  if  in  his  posses- 
sion, to  the  party  from  whom  it  was  taken,  and  shall  not  be 
answerable  for  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs  at  law." 

It  is  apparent  that  this  enactment  did  not  require  nor  warrant 
a  sheriff  or  other  officer,  who  had  received  money  from  a  sale 
of  personal  property  taken  under  a  Jieri  facias,  to  return  the 
same  to  the  person  on  whose  property  the  levy  was  made,  where 
such  sale  had  been  consummated  anterior  to  the  issuing  of  the 
injunction.  The  money  received  by  the  sheriff  in  this  case, 
remained  in  his  hands  in  the  same  condition  that  it  would  have 
done  had  the  sale  of  the  property  from  which  it  resulted,  been 
made  by  the  Sheriff  himself,  in  conformity  to  all  the  formali- 
ties required  by  law;  unless  a  party  to  the  suit  having  a  right 
to  object  thereto,  saw  fit  otherwise  to  regard  it.  The  plaintiff 
to  the  judgment  against  Traverse  raised  no  such  objection,  and 
the  defendant  would  not  be  heard  in  making  it,  the  sale  having 
been  made  by  his  agent,  and  the  proceeds  thereof  paid  to  the 
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sheriff^  under  his  sanction.  Had  the  injunction  been  decreed 
to  be  perpetual;  then  would  the  court's  order  in  favor  of  Tra- 
verse, have  been  appropriately  passed:  or^  if  the  injunction  had 
been  dissolved,  Conner^s  administrator  could  have  required  the 
court  to  have  awarded  a  similar  order  in  his  behalf.  But, 
whilst  the  rights  of  the  parties  were  unadjudicated  in  chancery , 
and  the  injunction  continued  in  force,  the  sheriff  held  the 
money  in  his  hands  as  a  payment  made  to  him  under  the  exe- 
cution, and  for  which  he  was  bound  to  respond  to  the  plaintiff 
in  the  suit  in  which  the  execution  issued,  at  any  moment  that 
the  dissolution  of  the  injunction  might  occur.  It;  hence,  fol- 
lows, that  the  county  court  erred  in  adopting  the  order  appealed 
from.  The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  reversed,  with 
costs. 

JUDGMENT  REVERSED. 


John  T.  Stewart  and  wife,  and  others,  vs.  Jeremiah 
L.  Pattison,  Exc'r  op  James  Pattison,  and  others. — 
June,  1849. 

By  the  act  of  1798,  oh.  101,  sab.  oh.  1 1,  lec.  6,  monej  given  to  a  child  with- 
out a  view  to  a  portion  or  settloment,  ahall  not  be  deemed  advanooment. 

In  proceedings  in  the  orphans  courts,  exceptions  to  testimony  deemed  to  be 
inadmissible,  are  not  required. 

lie  who  claims  to  be  a  creditor,  must  lake  care  to  procnre  legal  eyidence  of 
the  contract  which  makes  him  such,  for  the  law  will  not  help  him  by  any 
of  its  presumptions.  If  a  man  claims  to  have  lent  money  to  another,  some- 
thing more  is  necessary  than  proof  of  the  delirery  of  the  money,  for  this 
prima  facie  is  only  proof  of  payment. 

If  money  is  delivered  by  a  parent  to  a  child,  it  will  be  presumed  to  be  an  ad. 
vancement  or  gift. 

A  child  who  has  received  any  advancement  from  his  father,  in  his  life  time, 
is  bound  to  bring  such  advance  into  hotch-pot  only  in  case  of  actual  or  total 
intestacy. 

A  testator  gave  legacies  to  several  of  his  children,  adding  thereto  the  words* 
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**  and  no  more  of  my  estate.**  Held  :  that  thete  worda  cannot  have  the 
effect  to  exclude  aaeh  children  from  participating  in  the  undisposed  of  real, 
due  of  the  estate ;  neither  can  thejr  give  auch  reddue  by  implication  to  the 
other  children,  to  whose  legacies  no  such  restriction  was  annexed, 

A  man  must  dispose  of  his  property  in  his  will,  by  saying  expressly,  or  by 
neoessary  implication,  to  whom  it  shall  go;  not  by  declaring  to  whimi  it 
shall  not  go.    The  law  will  not  sanction  a  disposition  in  this  latter  mode* 

The  law  does  not  conclude,  that  because  a  man  has  determined  to  disinherit 
one  child,  he  means  that  all  the  rest  of  his  children  should  be  his  residuary 
legatees.  The  act  of  disinheriting  a  child,  is  one  which  the  law  cannot 
regard  very  favorably. 

The  words  **  no  more  of  my  estate.**  may  be  rejected  as  surplussage.  They 
eridence  an  intent;  but  a  mere  intention  will  not  exclude  the  children  to 
whose  legacies  they  are  annexed,  from  their  shares  of  the  residuum  of  the 
estate. 

The  orphans  court  excluded  a  child  from  any  share  of  the  residue  of  the  per- 
sonal  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  executor,  because  they  were  of  opinion  that 
a  couTeyance  of  a  tract  of  land  to  him,  by  the  testator,  was  an  advance- 
ment, and  greater  in  value  than  a  share.    Hxld  : 

That  this  was  error.  With  the  real  estate  of  the  deceaaed,  when  and  how  he 
has  disposed  of  it  to  his  children,  the  orphans  court  has  no  concern.  In  a 
difibrent  form,  and  in  a  different  forum,  controversies  In  regard  to  the  real 
estate,  must  be  settled. 

A  testator  gave,  by  his  will,  to  two  of  his  daughters,  |^1,500  each,  to  be  paid 
them  by  their  brother,  to  whom  he  devised,  by  the  same  will,  certain  zeal 
estate,  which  he  afterwards  conveyed  to  such  brother  by  deed.  Hxld  :  that 
these  daughters  were  not  entitled  to  have  this  sum  paid  them  out  of  the 
reaidue  of  the  personal  estate,  If  payable  at  all,  it  must  be  claimed  of  the 
devisee,  who,  by  the  will,  is  required  to  pay  it. 

Appeals  from  the  orphans  court  of  Dorchester  county. 

The  several  appeals  in  this  case  were  taken  from  an  order  of 
said  orphans  court,  distributing  the  personal  estate  of  James 
Paitisofij  late  of  said  county,  deceased,  who  died  in  the  month 
of  September,  1844,  leaving  a  last  will  and  testament  executed 
on  the  9th  of  November,  1836,  upon  the  construction  of  which^ 
most  of  the  questions  involved  in  the  case  arose. 

The  testator,  after  directing  his  debts  to  be  paid,  devised  and 
bequeathed  as  follows:  ^^Item  2nd.  I  give  unto  my  son,  Jere- 
miah  L.  PatiisonyeM  the  lands  I  hold,  lying  and  being  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  on  Slaughter  creek,  called  ^^Elysian  Fields,'*^ 
or  by  any  other  name  they  may  be  called;  to  him  and  his  heirs 
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forever,  provided  the  said  Jeremiah  should  pay,  or  cause  to  be 
paid  unto  his  sisters,  Attn  Elizabeth,  and  Margaret  W,  Pat- 
tisoriy  the  sum  of  $3,000,  say  to  each  $1,500,  to  be  paid  in 
manner  as  follows:  one  fourth  in  six  months  after  my  decease, 
and  one  other  fourth  in  twelve  months,  d^c,  the  balance^  being 
$1,500,  to  be  paid  in  two  years  from  my  decease,  if  demanded, 
with  interest  on  the  whole  till  paid,  and  I  give  unto  my  eon, 
Jeremiah,  no  more  of  my  estafe.  Item,  3rd,  I  give  unto  my 
son,  William  H.  Pattison,  the  farm  I  now  live  on,  with  all 
the  improvements  thereon,  also  all  other  lands  that  I  have  given 
away  to  him  and  his  heirs  forever,  provided  he,  the  said  WU- 
liam  H.J  should  pay  over  unto  his  sisters,  namely,  Emily  W, 
Pattisofiy  Henrietta  J,  Pattison,  Sarah  Caroline  Pattison, 
and  Martha  Qara  Pattieon,  the  sum  of  $2,000,  to  each  $500, 
to  be  paid  in  four  equal  instalments,  annually,  clear  of  interest. 
I  also  give  unto  my  son,  William  H.  Pattison,  a  negro  boy 
called  Peter  Slater,  and  no  more  of  my  estate,  Item  Ath.  I 
give  unto  my  daughter,  Sartih  Caroline^  my  large  brick  house^ 
in  the  town  of  Cambridge,  with  all  the  lot,  &c.,  annexed 
thereto,  except  the  store  house  and  doctor's  shop,  as  now  en- 
closed, which  I  give  unto  my  youngest  daughter,  Martha  Qara 
PcUtison,  to  each  of  them  and  their  heirs  forever.  Item  Sth. 
I  give  unto  my  daughter,  Mary  Ann,  who  intermarried  with 
James  Bryan,  $1,  and  no  more  of  my  estate.  Item  Gth,  I 
give  unto  my  daughters^  Ann  E.  Paitison  and  Margaret  W. 
Pattison,  $600  to  each,  to  be  paid  out  of  my  estate,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  amount  their  brother,  Jeremiah,  will  have  to  pay 
them,  and  no  more  of  my  estate.  It  is  further  my  will  and 
desire,  that  all  my  daughters,  as  long  as  they  remain  single  or 
unmarried,  should  have  room  or  privilege  in  either  of  the  man- 
sion houses  mentioned  to  Jeremiah  and  William  Pattison, 
also  privileges  of  yard,  kitchen,  &c.,  without  molestation  or 
hindrance.  Item  7th-  I  do  hereby  constitute  and  appoint  my 
two  sons,  viz:  Jeremiah  and  William  H.  Pattison,  my  whole 
and  sole  executors  of  this  my  last  will  and  testament.  In  wit- 
ness whereof,"  &c. 
On  the  22nd  of  May,  1838,  after  the  execution  of  the  above 
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will^  the  testator  executed  a  deed  conveying  to  his  son^  Jere- 
fnitxhy  the  same  tract  of  land  which  he  had  devised  to  him  by 
his  will.  This  deed  recites^  ^ '  that  in  consideration  of  the  natural 
love  and  affection  which  he,  tlie  said  James  Paitisan,  hath 
and  lieareth  unto  the  said  Jeremiah  L.  Pattison,  his  son^  as 
also  for  the  belter  support^  maintenance,  livelihood  and  prefer- 
ment of  him,  the  said  Jeremiah  L.  Pattison,  and  also  in  con- 
sideration  of  the  sum  of  $20,"  &c. ,  "  the  said  James  Pattison 
hath  given,  granted,"  &c.,  "unto  the  said  Jeremiah  L,  Pat- 
tisoHy  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  from  and  after  the  natural 
life  of  him,  the  said  James  Pattison,  all  and  singular,"  &c., 
''that  tract,"  &c.,  "of  land  lying,"  &c.,  "called and  known 
by  the  name  of  ^Elysian  Fields ^^^^  &c.,  *•  containing  nine 
hundred  and  ninety-four  and  one-half  acres,  more  or  less," 
''and  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  of  all  and  singular  the  said 
land  and  premises,  with  their  appurtenances,  from  and  after  the 
natural  life  of  him,  the  said  James  Pattison,^'*  '*  To  have  and 
to  hold  the  same,"  &c.,  "from  and  after  the  natural  life  of 
him,  the  said  James  Pattison,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  only 
proper  use  and  behoof  of  him,  the  said  Jeremiah  L,  Pattison, 
his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  from  and  after  the  natural  life  of 
him,  the  said  James  Pattison,  as  aforesaid." 

The  testator  left  all  the  children,  mentioned  in  his  will,  sur- 
viving him,  except  ^^Martha^^  who  died  a  minor,  intestate, 
and  without  issue,  before  the  death  of  her  father,  and  also  a 
widow,  Sarah  Pattison,  to  whom  the  testator  was  married  after 
the  execution  of  his  will,  but  by  whom  he  had  no  children. 
The  above  children  were  the  sole  next  of  kin  and  heirs  at  law 
of  the  testator,  and  of  them,  Jeremiah  L.,  Ann,  and  Margaret, 
now  the  wife  of  James  Fooks,  were  children  of  the  testator, 
by  his  first  wife,  and  William,  Henry,  Henrietta,  now  the  wife 
of  John  T.  Stewart,  Mary  Ann,  wife  of  James  Bryan,  Emily, 
wife  of  William  Birkly,  Caroline  and  Martha,  his  children 
by  a  second  wife. 

The  executors  named  in  the  will,  took  upon  themselves  the 
execution  of  their  trust,  but  before  completing  the  same,  one 
of  them,  William  Henry,  died  intestate,  and  without  issue, 
7        V.8 
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leaving  the  said  Jeremiah  surviviog  executor,  who  proceeded 
to  settle  up  the  estate^  and  there  remaining  a  surplus  in  his  hands 
amounting  to  $24,500,  on  the  15th  of  December,  1846,  he 
filed  a  petition  in  the  orphans  court  for  a  general  and  detailed 
order,  directing  him  in  what  way,  and  to  whom  he  should  dis- 
tribute said  surplus. 

This  petition  very  fully  and  clearly  sets  forth  the  controverted 
questions  among  the  parties  claiming  said  surplus.  It  states 
that  Jeremiahy  upon  the  execution  of  the  aforesaid  conveyance, 
gave  his  said  father  his  obligation  for  $3,000,  which  amount 
was  all  he  ever  paid  for  said  property  so  conveyed  to  him;  that 
this  property,  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  was  worth  about 
$20,000.  That  said  Ann  Pattison  and  Margaret  Fooks  main- 
tain that  they  are  entitled,  since  said  conveyance,  to  have  the 
sum  of  $1,500  (which,  by  the  will,  was  to  be  paid  to  each  of 
them  by  said  Jeremiah^  paid  them  out  of  the  personal  estate, 
as  legacies,  at  least,  by  implication.  That  the  other  children 
resist  the  right  of  said  Ann  and  Margaret  so  to  be  considered 
as  legatees.  It  fuither  states,  that  John  T.  Stewart^  the  hus- 
band of  said  Henrietta^  received  from  the  testator,  in  his  life 
time,  the  sum  of  $2,000,  for  which  the  testator  took  no  obliga- 
tion; that  Stewart  admits  that  the  testator  gave  him  this  sum, 
but  insists  that  it  was  an  absolute  and  unqualified  gift  to  him, 
and  that  the  same  was  neither  understood  between  him  and  the 
testator  to  be  a  debt,  or  in  the  nature  of  an  advancement,  and 
he,  therefore,  refuses  to  account  for  it  as  a  debt,  and  denies  that 
it  ought  to  be  considered  as  an  advancement,  or  in  any  manner 
to  afiect  his  claim,  in  right  of  his  wife,  to  his  full  share  of  said 
surplus.  The  other  children  insist  that  it  is  to  be  considered  as 
an  advancement,  and  in  the  distribution  of  this  surplus,  Stewart 
is  not  to  receive  so  much  on  account  thereof.  That  the  widow 
of  the  testator  insists,  that  this  $2,000  shall  be  collected  as  a 
debt,  and  brought  into  the  estate  for  distribution,  one  third  of 
which  she  claims  as  her  reasonable  part.  Stewart  and  the 
other  children  resist  this  claim  of  the  widow.  It  is  also  in- 
sisted, by  the  other  children,  that  the  said  conveyance  to  Jere- 
miah was  an  advancement,  which  excludes  him  from  any  por- 
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tion  of  the  personal  or  real  estate  of  the  testator,  whilst  he 
maintaiDs  that  said  conveyance  does  not  affect  his  rights  in  any 
distribution  of  the  personal  estate  of  his  father.  Stewart  and 
wife  contend,  that  this  surplus  is  not  disposed  of  by  the  will, 
and  that  they  are  entitled  to  an  equal  share  thereof,  and  even 
should  the  said  $2,000  be  considered  an  advancement,  inas- 
much as  it  is  not  equal  or  superior  to  a  share;  in  the  language 
of  the  act  of  1798,  ch.  101,  sub.  ch.  11,  sec.  6,  they  are  not 
to  be  excluded  from  a  full  participation  in  said  surplus.  Whilst 
the  other  children  maintain,  that  if  said  $2,000  be  less  than 
a  sliare,  that  then  Stewart  and  wife  shall  only  receive  such  a 
sum  as,  with  the  said  $2,000,  shall  make  them  equal  with  the 
other  children,  and  that  the  same  principle  shall  apply  to  said 
Jeremiahy  in  relation  to  his  advancement  under  said  deed 
Stewart  and  wife ,  Birkhy  and  wife,  and  Caroline  Pattison  con- 
tend, (hey,  together  with  the  said  Mart/ia  G.  PattisoHy  are 
entitled  to  the  whole  of  this  surplus,  as  legatees  by  implication, 
because  the  said  will  provides  and  declares,  that  the  said  Jere- 
miah  L.y  Wiliiam  H.y  and  Ann  Pattison  y  and  Margaret 
FookSy  and  Mary  Ann  Bryan,  should  have  no  more  of  the 
estate  of  the  testator  than  what  was  expressly  given  to  them  by 
said  will,  which  contains  no  such  provision  as  to  the  said  Hen- 
rtetia,  Emilys  Martha  and  Carolinej  and  that  it  was  the  in- 
tention and  design  of  the  testator,  by  such  language  and  dis- 
tribution, to  give  said  residue  to  them,  they  maintaining  that 
flaid  testator  having  executed  his  last  will  and  testament,  by 
which  he  appointed  executors  to  settle  his  estate,  died  intestate, 
if  no  part  of  his  personal  estate  but  that,  that  they  are  the 
l^^atees  entitled  to  receive  the  same,  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
other  children,  or  that  said  surplus  was  vested  in  the  executors 
in  trust,  to  be  paid  over  to  tliem  as  the  persons  entitled  by  said 
will,  and  by  operation  of  law,  whilst  those  children  who  would, 
by  this  construction,  be  excluded  from  participation  in  said 
estate,  maintained,  that  this  surplus  should  be  distributed  as  if 
the  said  Pattison  had  died  intestate,  and  in  the  distribution  an 
account  of  the  said  advancements  shall  be  taken. 

Stewart y  in  his  answer  to  this  petition ,  in  reference  to  the 
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$2^000;  States^  that  at  the  urgent  and  frequently  expressed 
desire  of  the  testator^  that  defendant  and  his  family  should 
reside  near  the  testator,  and  his  repeated  promises  that  he  would 
give  defendant  between  $2,000  and  3,000,  for  the  purpose  of 
purchasing  a  farm  in  his  neighborhood,  which  he  spoke  of,  de- 
fendant was  induced,  and  did,  in  the  year  1843,  purchase  a 
farm  near  CambridgPy  and  afterwards  called  upon  the  testator 
for  the  promised  assistance,  who  very  promptly  gave  respondent 
the  sum  of  $2,000,  which  was  given  and  received  as  a  gift. 
That  the  testator  at  no  time  ever  called  on  respondent  for  any 
obligation  for  the  same,  and  that  he  frequently  told  respondent 
that  no  charge  whatever  could  be  made  against  him,  on  ac- 
count thereof,  by  testator's  representatives;  that  it  was  a  gift, 
and  defendant  should  not  be  uneasy  about  it;  as  he  never  could 
be  called  on  to  account  therefor. 

A  large  number  of  depositions  were  then  taken,  in  relation, 
chiefly,  to  the  sum  of  $2,000  given  to  Stewart  by  the  testator. 
The  character  and  effect  of  the  proof  contained  in  these  depo- 
sitions are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion  of  this  court,  de- 
livered by  his  honor,  Judge  Magruder. 

Upon  this  petition,  answers  and  proofs,  the  said  orphans 
court,  on  the  8th  of  March,  1847,  ordered  and  decreed  that  the 
said  executor  pay  to  Sarah  Pattison,  the  widow  of  the  testator, 
the  sum  of  $6,166.66§ ,  it  being  the  one  third  part  of  $24,600, 
the  amount  in  his  hands  after  payment  of  the  debts,  and  ex- 
penses, and  all  liabilities  of  the  said  estate.  That  he  then  pay 
to  Mary  Ann  Bryan^  wife  of  Ja^nes  Bryan,  $1,  the  legacy 
left  her  by  the  will  of  the  testator;  that  he  also  pay  to  Mar- 
garet, wife  of  James  FhokSy  and  to  Ann  Pattison,  each  the 
sura  of  $500,  the  amount  of  legacies  left  them  by  said  will; 
that  to  the  balance  thus  left  in  the  hands  of  said  executor,  to 
wit:  the  sum  of  $15,322.34,  there  be  added  the  sum  of  $2,000, 
the  amount  received  by  John  T.  Stewart,  making  the  sum  of 
$17,332.34,  and  that  this  sum  be  divided  into  seven  equal 
shares,  and  distributed  as  follows,  to  wit:  to  Mary  Ann,  wife 
of  James  Bryan,  to  Emily,  wife  of  William  Birldey,  to  Mar- 
garet, wife  of  James  Fhoks,  to  Jeremiah  L.  Pattison,  as  ad- 
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ministrator  of  William  H,  PcUlisoriy  to  Ann  Pattisouy  to 
Caroline  J  and  to  Henrietta^  the  wife  of  John  T.  Stewart^  each 
the  sum  of  $2,476.04.  The  court  being  of  opiDion  that  the 
aaid  sum  of  $2,000,  in  the  bands  of  John  T.  Stewarty  was  an 
advancement  by  the  testator  to  him  and  his  wife,  by  way  of 
settlement  or  portion,  they  further  adjudged  and  decreed  that 
the  same  be  considered  as  so  much  paid  as  his  wife's  distribu- 
tive share,  and  that  they  receive  from  the  executor  tlie  differ- 
ence between  the  said  sum  of  $2,000  and  the  sum  of  $2,476.04, 
to  wit:  the  sum  of  $476.04,  and  no  more,  in  full  of  the  said 
distributive  share.  They  further  adjudged  and  decreed  that 
Jeremiah  L,  Pattison  be  excluded  from  any  share  of  the  said 
estate,  they  being  of  opinion  that  the  conveyance  to  him  by 
the  testator,  in  his  life  time,  of  the  ^^ Slaughter  creek"  farm, 
was  an  advancement  to  him,  and  being  greater  in  value  than  a 
share,  he  is  thereby  excluded  from  any  portion  of  the  said  per- 
sonal estate.  The  court  were  further  of  opinion,  and  accord- 
ingly so  adjudged  and  decreed,  that  the  above  named  parties 
being  the  heirs  and  legal  representatives  of  the  said  testator,  are 
equally  entitled  to  their  shares  of  all  the  undisposed  of  per- 
sonal property,  there  being  nothing,  in  their  judgment,  in  the 
will  of  said  testator,  to  justify  a  different  construction,  or  to 
authorise  them  to  direct  a  distribution  thereof  to  any  one  or 
more^  to  the  exclusion  of  the  others.  The  court  were  further 
of  opinion,  and  so  accordingly  adjudged  and  decreed,  that 
Margaret y  wife  of  James  FookSy  and  Ann  Pattisony  are  not 
entitled  to  claim  the  sum  of  $1,500  each,  or  any  part  thereof, 
out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  the  bequest  thereof, 
in  said  will,  being,  in  the  judgment  of  said  court,  entirely  re- 
voked by  the  subsequent  conveyance  of  the  said  land  to  Jere- 
miah L.  Pattison.  The  costs  of  the  proceedings  were  ad- 
judged and  ordered  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate. 

Stewart  and  wife  appealed  from  so  much  of  this  order  as 
determined  the  $2,000,  in  his  hands,  to  be  an  advancement. 

Stewart  and  wife,  Birkley  and  wife,  and  Caroline  Pattison 
appealed  from  the  part  of  the  order  which  decides  that  they  are 
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not  entitled  to  the  whole  estate,  and  which  makes  distribution 
to  all  the  heirs  of  said  testator. 

Jeremiah  L.  Pattison  appealed  from  so  much  of  the  said 
order  as  decides  that  he  is  excluded^  by  reason  of  said  convey- 
ance, from  any  distributive  share  of  said  estate. 

Faoks  and  wife,  and  Ann  Pattison^  from  so  much  of  the 
order  as  decides  that  they  are  not  entitled  to  the  sum  of  $1,500 
each;  as  a  legacy  from  said  estate. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorset,  0.  J.,  Spence,  Ma- 
GRUDER,  Martin,  and  Frick,  J. 

By  James  A.  Stewart,  for  John  T.  Stewart  and  wife, 
appellants,  and 

By  Le  Compte  and  Hooper,  for  the  widow  and  executor, 
appellees,  and  also  for  the  other  parties,  appellants. 

Magruder,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

In  the  distribution,  by  the  orphans  court  of  Dorchester  coun- 
ty, of  the  personal  estate  of  the  late  James  Pattisony  various 
questions  arose,  and  the  decision  of  them  by  the  court,  gave 
rise  to  these  several  appeals.  Of  them  it  is  now  designed  to 
dispose. 

There  is  proof  in  the  case,  that  the  deceased,  sometime  be- 
fore his  death,  furnished  his  son-in-law  (Stetaart^)  with  $2,000. 
Was  this  a  loan?  Or,  was  it  an  advancement?  Or,  was  it 
money  given  without  a  view  to  a  portion  or  settlement?  If  the 
latter,  the  act  of  1798,  ch.  101,  sub.  ch.  11,  sec.  6,  says  it  shall 
not  be  deemed  advancement. 

There  is  much  testimony  in  the  case  relative  to  this  money. 
It  is  deemed  unnecessary  to  examine  it  with  a  view  to  show 
how  much  of  it  is  admissible,  and  the  weight  to  which  each 
portion  of  it  is  entided,  whether  taken  by  itself,  or  in  connec- 
tion with  the  residue  of  the  testimony.  This  being  a  proceed- 
ing in  the  orphans  court,  exceptions  to  the  testimony  deemed 
to  be  inadmissible,  are  not  required.  A  judge  roust  have  a 
wonderful  degree  of  confidence  in  his  own  judgment^  and  in 
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his  skilly  io  arriving  at  the  truths  if,  of  the  correctness  of  the 
conclusion  to  which  he  is  brought  by  the  examination  of  this 
testimony,  he  could  feel  quite  sure.  Can  we  pronounce  this 
to  have  been  a  loan  of  so  much  money  by  Pattiaon  to  Stewart  9 
We  think  not.  Stewart  himself  denies  it,  and  a  number  of 
witnesses  say  that  they  have  heard  Pattison  declare  that  he 
had  given  the  money  to  his  son-in-law.  Others,  to  be  sure^ 
say  that  he  spoke  of  it  to  them  as  a  loan.  But  these  latter 
declarations,  when  admissible,  are  not  entitled  to  all  the  weight 
which  is  due  to  declarations  by  him,  that  it  was  a  gift.  Some 
of  the  witnesses  say  he  stated  that  he  let  him  have  $2,000 — 
a  very  equivocal  phraze — the  meaning  of  the  person  who  uses 
it  is  very  often  mistaken  by  those  who  hear  it.  If  Pattison  in- 
tended to  lend  this  money,  he  could  not  have  been  the  prudent 
man  that  his  neighbours  and  acquaintances  always  thought  him 
to  be.  If  it  was  intended  as  a  gift^  neither  of  the  parties 
wanted  any  proof  thereof.  If  it  was  a  loan,  how  could  it  hap- 
pen that  the  deceased  did  not  (actually  would  not,)  furnish 
himself  with  any  proof  of  it?  He  who  claims  to  be  a  creditor^ 
must  take  care  to  furnish  himself  with  legal  evidence  of  the 
contract  which  makes  him  such.  The  law  will  not  help  him 
by  any  of  its  presumptions.  The  authorities  tell  us^  that  if  a 
man  claims  Uy  have  lent  money  to  another,  something  more  is 
necessary  than  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  delivered  money  to 
ihe  defendant^  and  that  this  prima  facie  is  only  proof  of  pay- 
ment; and  in  Heck  vs,  Keates^  4  i3. 4*  C,  71,  it  was  said ^  that  if 
money  is  delivered  by  a  parent  to  a  child^  it  will  be  presumed 
to  be  an  advancement  or  gift. 

This  evidently  was  not  a  transaction  between  a  money  lender, 
seeking  a  profitable  investment  of  his  money,  and  one  anxious 
to  borrow.  There  is  satisfactory  proof  that  Stewart  was  to  be 
furnished  with  this  money>  not  to  be  expended  as  he  pleased^ 
but  because  his  father-in-law  felt  an  abiding  conviction  that  if 
he  furnished  this  money,  one  object  which  he  anxiously  desired 
to  accomplish,  the  society,  perhaps  the  tender  cares  and  atten- 
tion of  a  favorite  daughter^  in  his  declining  years,  would  be 
accomplished.    Who  can  examine  this  testimony  and  say,  that 
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this  money  could  have  been  obtained  by  Stewart  j  even  although 
he  had  promised  to  pay  legal  interest  for  it;  provided  it  was  not 
designed  to  assist  him  in  purchasing  ihe  farm,  which  seemed  to 
derive  very  much  of  its  value  from  the  circumstances  that  it 
was  very  near  that  of  Pattison,  and  moreover,  if  purchased, 
was  to  be  the  future  home  of  his  own  daughter  ?  Who  ever 
heard  of  a  money  lender  so  little  disposed,  nay,  so  unwilling 
to  have  his  debt  secured,  or,  indeed,  evidence  of  his  debt?  To 
be  sure  it  would  appear,  from  some  of  the  witnesses,  that  he 
supposed  that  it  was  yet  in  his  power,  if  he  chose,  to  make  of 
this  advance  a  loan,  and  was  sometimes  more  disposed  than  at 
others,  so  to  consider  it;  but  althongh  he  could,  with  great  ease, 
have  obtained  evidence  of  the  loan,  if  he  intended  that  it  should 
be  a  loan,  yet  he  never  could  prevail  upon  himself  to  ask,  or 
consent  to  receive  a  bond,  or  other  evidence  of  a  debt,  and 
never,  until  his  death,  is  the  money  demanded  as  so  much 
lent  to  the  son-in-law.  Such  a  claim,  set  up  at  so  late  a  period| 
not  by  the  party  himself,  but  by  those  who  had  not  his  know- 
ledge of  the  transaction,  if  sustained  at  all,  must  be  sustained 
by  stringent  proof.  Where  is  it?  Or,  what  proof  is  there  that 
the  supposed  borrower  received  the  money  as  so  much  money 
lent  to  him  ? 

It  would  be  difficult,  too,  to  infer,  from  the  proof,  that  this 
was  intended  as  an  advancement,  that  this  is  to  be  regarded  as 
money  given  to  a  child,  with  a  view  to  a  portion  or  settlement. 
This  inquiry,  however,  would  only  be  necessary  if  there  had 
been  an  actual  or  total  intestacy.  But  see  the  authorities  col- 
lected in  Ath  Dessassure  291,  3  Ba.  Abt.y  title  Esecutors  and 
Administrators  (edition  in  1813.)  Letter  K.,  p.  77,  and  also 
Deputy  Commissary^s  Guide,  p.  117. 

To  several  of  his  children  the  testator  gave  legacies,  adding 
thereto  the  words,  "and  no  more  of  my  estate."  Are  those 
children  to  be  excluded  from  a  share  of  the  fund  now  to  be  dis- 
tributed? We  think  not.  Any  portion  of  his  personal  estate 
of  which  the  testator  himself  does  not  dispose,  is  to  be  distri- 
buted according  to  law;  and  it  is  nowhere  provided  in  the  law, 
that  personal  estate  of  an  intestate  is  to  be  distributed  among 
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some  of  the  children,  to  the  excIuBion  of  others.  The  laW 
permits  iDdividuals,  capable  of  making  a  will,  every  privilege 
in  regard  to  Uie  disposition  of  their  propeily,  which  can  rea- 
sonably be  asked.  It  takes  upon  itself»to  dispose  of  no  part 
of  the  testator's  estafe,  save  only  so  much  thereof,  as  he  him- 
self leaves  undisposed  of;  and  how  it  will  dispose  of  this  part 
of  his  estate,  it  makes  known  to  him  in  its  statute'  of  distribu- 
tions. An  individ ual,  then,  having  property,  may,  at  his  death, 
leave  the  whole  of  it  undisposed  of,  or  he  may  dispose  of  a 
part  of  it,  dying  intestate  as  to  the  iBst,  or  he  may  dispose  of 
everything  belonging  to  him  by  a  r^iduary  clause.  His  will, 
as  far  as  it  is  properly  expressed,  is  tne  law  touching  the  dispo- 
sition of  his  property.  A  man  is  to  dispose  of  his  property 
by  saying  expressly,  or  by  necessary  implication,  to  whom  it 
shall  go,  not  by  declaring  to  whom  it  shall  not  go ;  by  declaring 
who  shall  be  the  objects  of  his  bounty,  notwithstanding  the 
statute  of  distributions.  The  testator  gives  to  some  of  his 
children  so  much  (adding,)  ^'and  no  more;"  and  is  not  this 
the  effect  of  every  bequest?  The  legatees  claim  the  thing  be- 
queathed, but  no  more.  It  is  impossible,  it  would  seem,  to 
exclude  some  of  the  children  because  of  the  words  '^  no  more," 
if  the  testator  really  did  <Iie  intestate,  in  regard  to  the  fund  now 
for  distribution.  It  is  said  that  the  testator's  will  is  to  be  grati- 
fied. This  is  true,  when  it  is  consistent  with  the  law.  But 
the  law  will  not  sanction  a  disposition  in  this  mode.  The  au- 
thorities last  cited,  forbid  us  to  give  to  the  words  ^*  no  more" 
such  an  effect.  But,  according  to  one  of  the  arguments  which 
have  been  urged,  this  is  no  case  of  intestacy  at  all.  The  rest 
of  the  children  will  take  this  fund  under  the  will;  the  words 
'<  no  more,"  used  in  reference  to  some  of  the  children,  give, 
by  implication^  this  undisposed  of  fund  to  the  others.  We  do 
not  think  that  this  is  a  reasonable  or  safe  construction  of  wills, 
in  this  respect,  like  this.  In  the  first  place,  a  bequest  to  the 
ether  children  is  a  bequest  exjpressly  of  bo  mxxch,  and  impliedly 
of  no  more  to  them.  In  the  next  place,  the  law  does  not  con- 
clude, that  because  a  man  has  determined  to  disinherit  one 
child,  he  means  that  all  the  rest  should  be  his  residuary  lega- 
8        V.8 
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tees.  This  act  of  disiDheritiog  a  child,  (leaving  him  or  her, 
so  far  as  it  depends  upon  bis  or  her  father,  utterly  destitute,)  is 
one  which  the  law  cannot  regard  very  favorably.  If  the  will 
be  so  explicit  that  it  niDSt  be  so,  let  it  be  so;  but  if  it  must  be 
done,  it  must,  because  the  testator  has  expressly  declared  it; 
not  because  he  may,  as  well  as  may  not,  have  intended  it.  It 
may  be  that  he  used  those  words  in  the  expectation  that  a  child's 
share  of  the  undisposed  residue  would  be,  in  his  opinion,  a 
sufficient  provision  for  that  child,  and  simply  for  that  reason, 
gave  to  such  child  no  more  by  will.  If  such  was  the  neces- 
sary effect  of  annexing  the  words  '^no  more  "  to  a  devise  or 
bequest,  then  uU  the  children  might  be  disinherited,  unless  there 
chanced  to  be  one  of  them  who  was  unnoticed  altogether  in 
the  will.  These  words  may  be  rejected  as  surplussage,  a  pro- 
cess not  usual  in  construing  wills.  They  evidence  an  intent, 
but  a  mere  intention  will  not  defeat  these  children.  2nd  Sio- 
ry^s  Equity y  sect.  1065,  (a)  Ath  edition. 

The  order  of  the  orphans  court  excludes  Jeremiah  L,  Pat- 
tison  from  any  share  of  the  fund  to  be  distributed,  and  this, 
because,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  a  conveyance  of  a  tract  of 
land  to  him,  by  the  deceased,  was  an  advancement  to  him,  and 
greater  in  value  than  a  share.  In  this  there  is  error.  The 
fund  in  the  hands  of  the  executora,  and  to  be  distributed  by  the 
court,  consists  entirely  of  personal  estate.  With  the  real  estate 
of  the  deceased,  when  and  how  the  deceased  has  disposed  of 
that  estate  to  his  children,  the  orphans  court  has  no  concern. 
As  one  of  the  children  of  the  deceased,  he  claims  a  child's 
portion  of  the  personal  estate,  and  even  if  there  bad  been 
a  total  intestacy,  it  is  by  no  law  made  the  duty  of  the  orphans 
court  to  ascertain  what  portion  of  the  real  estate  he  received. 
In  a  different  form,  and  in  a  different  foruniy  controversies  in 
regard  to  the  real  estate,  must  be  settled. 

This  court  is  of  opinion  that  Ann  Elizabeth  and  Margaret 
W.  Pattison  are  not  entitled,  either  of  them,  to  the  sum  of 
fifteen  hundred  dollars,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  personal  assets 
now  to  be  distributed.  If  payable  at  all,  it  must  be  claimed 
of  the  devisee,  who,  by  the  will ,  is  required  to  pay  it.    Accord- 
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ing  to  the  opinioD  we  have  just  expressed,  the  supposed  deed 
to  Jerefmiah  L.  Pattison  is  not  properly  before  us,  and  it  is  not 
for  us  to  decide  u'hether  he  claims  the  land  under  the  will,  or 
under  a  valid  conveyance,  which  secured  the  estate  to  him  be- 
fore the  will  took  effect.  If  the  the  latter,  we  need  not  re- 
mark that  the  deceased  could  not,  by  his  will,  charge  th»  land 
with  the  payment  of  $3,000,  and  certainly  he  has  not  made 
his  personal  estate  answerable  for  it. 

In  the  appeal  by  SietDort  and  wife,  the  order  of  the  court  it 
reversed,  and  also  that  portion  of  it  from  which  Jeremiah  L. 
Paitison  appeals.  In  the  appeal  by  Stewart  and  wife,  Birk- 
ley  and  wife,  and  others,  order  affirmed;  and  in  the  appeal  by 
Fhoks  and  wife,  and  Miss  Pattisouj  the  order  is  affirmed.  The 
costs  in  both  courts  to  be  paid  out  of  the  assets  of  the  estate. 

ORDER  REVERSED  IN  PART,  AND 

AFFIRMED  IN  PART^ 


Wm.  D.  Merrick,  vs.  The  Trustees  op  the  Bank  op 

THE  Metropolis. — June^  1849. 

The  stockholder!  of  a  bank,  whose  charter  was  about  to  expire,  met  and 
resolved  to  asaigD  its  assets  to  trastees,  for  the  purpose  of  private  bankiog, 
and  instructed  the  president  and  directors  to  prepare  and  execute  deeds  to 
effect  this  object,  and  the  cashier  to  endorse  and  transfer  all  the  notes,  &.0-. 
of  the  bank  to  such  trastees.  The  president  and  directors  accordingly 
conveyed  the  assets  to  the  cashier,  in  trust,  to  convey  them  to  themselves, 
as  trustees,  to  bo  held  for  the  uses  expressed  in  the  resolutions  of  the  stock, 
holders,  which  was  done.  On  the  same  day,  beinfr  that  preceding  the  expi- 
ration  of  the  charter,  the  directors  of  the  bank  met,  and,  among  other 
things,  directed  J  P  V,  as  president  of  the  bank,  to  endorse  all  notes,  &Cm 
payable  to  the  bank,  which  was  done  in  the  presence  and  with  the  assent 
of  the  cashier.  Thej  then  adjourned  nne  die,  and  the  corporation  was 
dissolved.     Held  : 

That,  by  these  proceedings,  the  directions  of  the  stockholders  were,  in  sub- 
stance, complied  with,  and  the  assets  properly  transferred  to  the  trustees. 
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who  were,  therefore,  entitled  to  sue  upon  the  notes  due  the  bank,  and  thus 
endorsed  by  the  president,  and  transferred  to  thom. 

A  declaration  set  forth  a  note  as  payable  to  **The  Bank  of  the  Me\ropoli9, 
HsLD :  that  this  being  enough  to  show  that  there  is  such  a  body  politic, 
and  to  distinguish  it  from  others,  the  corporation  is  well  named. 

The  endorsee  of  a  note  may  give  it  in  evidence  under  the  money  counts. 

The  president  and  directors  haying,  by  the  charter,  full  power  to  conduct  the 
aifain  of  the  bank,  had  the  right  to  authorise  the  president  to  indorse  its 
notes. 

That  the  assent  of  a  majority  of  the  stockholders  is  the  assent  of  all,  is  an 
implied  stipulation  in  every  compact  of  this  sort. 

The  president  and  directors  of  a  bank  have  the  right  to  assign  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts,  without  the  assent  of  any  single  stockholder. 

The  anthority  to  endorse,  conveys  per  se,  the  authority  to  deliver;  the  alle- 
gation of  indorsement  includes  delivery,  and  when  the  former  is  proved,  it 
is  unnecessary  to  prove  or  aver  the  latter. 

A  contract  that  is  illegal  in  itself,  or  that  contemplates  the  violation  of  some 
statute,  or  is  against  public  morals,  cannot  invoke  the  aid  of  a  court  of 
justice. 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress,  of  1817,  against  private  banking  in 
the  Ditiriet  of  Columbia^  expired  in  1636,  together  with  the  charters  of  the 
banks  thereby  incorporated. 

Unless  maUi  fides  be  proved  or  alleged,  the  court  will  not  inquire  into  the 
coneideration  of  an  endorsement. 

Though  the  evidence  may  show  the  contract  to  be  joint  and  several,  yet  the 
court  must  look  to  the  pleadings  alone,  and  are  confined  to  what  they  al- 
lege. It  is  only  on  the  case  made  in  the  pleadings,  that  the  plaintiff  can 
recover. 

When  the  contract  is  joint  and  several,  the  plaintiff  must  treat  it  as  wliolly 
joint,  or  wholly  separate,  and  must  sue  all  the  parties  together,  or  each  by 
himself. 

If  one  of  several  joint  contractors  be  sued  alone,  he  can  only  take  advantage  of 
it  by  plea  in  abatement.  It  is  not  matter  in  bar,  or  in  arrest  of  judgment,  or 
of  variance  in  evidence  on  the  trial. 

But,  if  the  declaration  discloses  that  the  promise  is  joint,  it  is  nccossary  to 
aver  that  the  other  co-promissor  is  dead,  or  to  account  for  his  not  being 
joined  in  the  action,  or  it  is  bad  upon  demurrer,  or  writ  of  error. 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  every  intendment  of  law  in  support  of  the  verdict. 
Everything  that  the  defendant  could  object,  will  be  presumed  to  have  boon 
made  at  the  trial,  and  overruled. 

Cured  by  verdict,  means  that  the  court  will,  after  verdict,  preimrae  or  intend 
that  the  particular  thing  required  to  sustain  it,  was  proved  at  the  trial.  It 
may,  therefore,  be  intended,  in  this  case,  that  the  death  of  the  other  co. 
promisBor  was  proved  to  the  jury. 
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The  fact  that  two  make  a  note,  is  a  sufficisot  consideration  for  the  promise  of 

one  to  pay. 
When  the  promise  is  laid  in  the  declaration  on  motion  in  arrest,  it  will  bo  pre. 

sumed  that  an  express  promise,  if  requisite,  has  been  proved.    The  plaintiff, 

in  Bach  case,  is  not  required  to  stand  upon  his  proof,  but  iriYokes  to  his  aid 

the  intendment  of  the  law. 
The  existence  of  a  legal  liabilitj  by  the  defendant,  is  a  sufficient  basis  for  an 

express  promise  to  bo  intended  after  verdict,  and  the  promise  of  one,  on  the 

antecedent  liability  of  both,  is  also  sufficient. 
If  the  declaration  alleges  that  two  jointly  made  a  note,  and  jointly  promised  to 

pay,  after  verdict  against  one  sued  separately,  it  will  be  presumed  that  thoy 

jointly  and  severally  promised.    Both  may  have  promised  separately  in  the 

note»  and  the  one  separately  afterwards. 

Appeal  from  Charles  county  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  instituted  by  Johti  P.  Van- 
ness,  John  Boyle,  and  othera,  the  appellees,  trustees  of  the 
Bank  of  the  MetropoliSy  against  the  appellant,  upon  the  pro- 
miasory  note  recited  in  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  declaration  contains  four  counts.  The  1st  avers,  "  that 
whereas  the  said  defendant  and  a  certain  James  W.  McOiil- 
lohy  heretofore,  to  wit:  on  the  30ih  of  October,  1843,  at/'  &c., 
^^made  their  certain  promissory  note  in  writing,  bearing  date 
the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  and  thereby  then  and  there  promised 
to  pay,  four  months  after  the  dale  thereof,  to  the  Bank  of  the 
Metropolis i  or  order,  $1,200,  and  then  and  there  delivered  the 
said  note,"  &c.,  '*and  the  said  Bank  of  the  Metropolis,  to 
whom,"  &c.,  **by  JbAn  P.  Vanness,  the  president  of  said 
bank,  who  was  authorised  by  the  charter  and  by-laws  of  said 
bank,  and  was  accustomed  to  make  such  endorsements,  en- 
dorsed the  said  note;  by  which  said  endorsement  the  said  Bank 
of  the  Metropolis  then  and  there  ordered  and  appointed  the  said 
sum  of  money,"  cfcc,  "to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiffs,  by  means 
whereof,  and  by  force  of  the  statute,"  &c.,  "the  defendant 
became  liable,"  &c.,  "and  being  so  liable, the  said  defendant 
undertook  and  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiffs  said  note." 

2nd  Count,  "Whereas  the  said  defendant  and  McOulloh 
made,"  &c.,  (reciting  the  place  and  date  of  the  note,  as  in  1st 
count,)  "and  thereby  jointly  and  severally  promised  to  pay," 
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Slc,  (stating  amount  and  delivery  of  the  note,)  ^^and  the  said 
bank  to  whono  the  said  note  was  to  be  paid."  ^^On  the  3rd 
of  July;  1844;  at;"  &c.;  ^^by  their  certain  deed  of  trust  and 
assignment  in  writing,  bona  fide  assigned  all  and  singular  the 
bonds,  billS;  notes,"  dec,  ^^  due  and  belonging  to  said  bank,  to 
a  certain  Richard  Smithy  and  then  and  there  delivered  the 
same  to  said  Smith,**  And  the  plaintiffs  aver  ^Uhat  this  note 
was  one  of  the  notes  so  assigned  and  delivered  to  Smith.** 
'  ^And  the  said  Smithy  to  whom  the  said  promissory  note  was 
so  assigned;  bona  fide y  by  his  deed  of  trust  and  assignment  in 
writing;Ontheday;"<fcc.,  "at,"  (fcc;  "assigned  the  said  note 
to  the  plaintiflfs;  and  then  and  there  delivered  the  same,  so  as- 
signed to  them."  "By  reason  whereof,  and  by  force  of  the 
statute,"  <fec.,  (stating  liabUity  and  promise,  as  in  1st  count.) 

The  Zrd  County  simply  charges,  that  the  defendants  was  in- 
debted to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  sura  of  $1,200;  for  money  lent 
and  advanced,  and  paid,  laid  out  and  expended,  and  for  money 
had  and  received. 

The  \th  County  states,  that  whereas  the  defendant  and  said 
McOuUoh  were  indebted,  jointly  and  severally,  to  the  BatUc 
of  the  Metropolis y  in  the  sura  of  $1,200;  payable  four  months 
after  date;  to  said  bank,  or  its  order,  for  money  by  said  bank 
lent  and  advanced  to,  paid,  laid  out  and  expended  for  thera, 
and  for  money  by  them  had  and  received ;  and  being  so  in- 
debted, they  severally  undertook  and  promised  to  pay  said 
bank  the  said  sum  of  money.  And  the  said  bank;  by  John 
P,  VannesSy  its  president,  who  was  authorised  by  the  charter 
and  by-laws  of  said  bank,  and  was  accustomed  to  transfer,  by 
endorsement;  such  debts  and  promises;  &c.;  did;  by  endorse- 
ment; transfer  said  debts  and  promises  to  the  plaintiffs,  by 
means  whereof,  and  by  force  of  the  statute,  &c.;  the  defen- 
dant become  liable,  and  promised  to  pay  said  sums  to  the 
plaintiffs. 

The  defendant  pleaded  nan  assumpsit. 

1st  Exception.  The  plaintiffs,  to  support  the  issues  on 
their  part;  offered  the  note  referred  to  in  evidence,  subject  to  all 
legal  exceptions,  and  proved  the  signatures  of  the  makers  and 
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of  the  eodorser.  They  then  offered  the  evidence  which  is 
sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion  of  this  court.  Upon  this  evi- 
dence the  defendant  offered  the  following  prayers: 

1st.  That  the  promissory  note,  signed  by  defendant  and 
James  W.  McCuUoh  is  not  competent  evidence  for  the  consi- 
deration of  the  jury .X 

2nd.  That  the  plaintiffs  cannot  recover,  because  there  is  no 
evidence  of  the  transfer  of  said  note  to  them. 

3rd.  That  they  cannot  recover,  because  the  endorsement  of 
said  note  by  John  P.  VannesSy  as  president,  is  not  proved  to 
to  have  been  authorised  by  the  Bank  of  the  Metropolis,  the 
payee. 

4lh.  That  they  are  not  entitled  to  recover,  because  there  is 
no  evidence  of  the  authority  of  said  Vanness  to  deliver  said 
note  to  them. 

5(b.  That  if  the  jury  find,  from  the  evidence,  that  said  note 
was  delivered  by  said  Vanness  to  the  plaintiffs,  for  the  purpose 
of  passing  the  same  from  the  possession  of  the  Bank  of  the 
Metropolis yihen  they  cannot  recover,  if  the  jury  shall  further 
find  that  the  plaintiff^  or  some  of  them,  received  the  same  with 
full  knowledge  of  the  proceedings  and  resolutions  of  the  stock- 
holders of  said  bank,  and  the  orders  and  proceedings  of  the 
president  and  directors  of  said  bank  read  in  evidence. 

6th.  That  if  the  jury  find,  from  the  evidence,  that  there  was 
no  authority  conferred  by  said  bank  upon  said  Vanness j  to  de- 
liver said  note  to  the  plaintiffs,  then  they  cannot  recover,  if  the 
jury  further  find  that  they  received  said  note  from  said  Vanness, 
and  at  the  time  of  receiving  the  same,  they,  or  some  of  them, 
were  aware  of  such  want  of  authority. 

7th.  That  if  the  jury  find,  from  the  evidence,  that  said  note 
was  not  passed  to  the  plaintiffs  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
then  they  cannot  recover,  unless  the  jury  further  find  that  the 
same  was  delivered  by  Richard  Smith  to  the  plaintiffs. 

8th.  That  by  the  proceedings  and  resolutions  of  the  stock- 
holders, and  the  proceedings  and  orders  of  the  directors,  as  re- 
cited in  the  deed  read  in  evidence,  there  was  no  authority  to 
said  Vanness  to  deliver  the  note  in  suit  to  the  plaintiffs. 
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9th  That  if  the  jury  fiod^  from  the  evidence,  that  said  note 
was  endorsed  and  delivered  to  plaintifis,  for  the  purposes  and 
uses  set  forth  in  the  resolutions  of  the  stockholders  of  the  Bank 
of  the  Metropolisy  as  read  in  evidence,  then  such  endorsement 
and  delivery  were  null  and  void,  according  to  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  acts  of  Congress,  read  in  evidence  to  the 
jury;  provided  the  jury  further  find,  that  the  design  of  such 
endorsement  and  delivery  was  to  enable  the  plaintiffs,  as  indi- 
viduals, with  the  proceeds  of  said  note  and  other  assets  of  said 
bank,  to  carry  on,  in  the  District  of  Columbia^  the  business  of 
private  banking. 

But  (he  court  (Magruder,  C.  J.,)  refused  to  grant  said 
prayers,  or  any  of  them,  and  tlie  defendant  excepted. 

2nd  Exception.  The  defendant  further  prayed  the  court  to 
instruct  the  jury,  that  upon  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  if  be- 
lieved by  them,  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover  upon 
the  2nd,  3rd,  and  4th  counts  of  the  declaration,  which  prayer 
the  court  granted,  and  so  instructed  the  jury.  To  which  in- 
struction the  plaintiffs  excepted. 

The  verdict  was  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the  first  count,  where- 
upon the  defendant  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  because  said 
count  was  wholly  insufiicient  and  defective.  But  the  court 
overruled  the  motion,  and  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs, 
and  defendant  appealed. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorset,  C.  J.,  CiiiiMBERS, 
Martin  and  Frick,  J. 

By  R.  T.  Merrick  and  Brent,  for  the  appellant^  and 
By  Wm.  Schley  and  F.  F.  Brown,  for  the  appellees. 

Frick,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  (the  present  appellees,)  has  i\& 
origin  in  a  note  discounted  at  the  Bank  of  the  Metropolis^  in 
the  District  of  Columbia y  of  the  following  tenor: 

''  %\  ,200.  Washington^  30th  October,  1843. 

Four  months  after  date,  wc  jointly  and  severally  promise  to 
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pay  to  the  Bank  of  the  Metropolis^  or  order,  twelve  hundred 
dollars,  for  value  received.  James  W.  McCulloh, 

Wm.  D.  Merrick." 

Oq  the  back  of  the  note  is  the  following  endorsement: 

"Pay  to  John  P.  VannesSy  John  Boyle ^  Thomas  Oarberyy 
Nathaniel  P.  Causing  George  W.  Graham^  Charles  Hilly 
Lewis  Johnson^  John  W.  Maury y  George  Parker y  and  James 
Thompsony  trustees  of  the  Bank  of  the  MetropoliSy  or  their 
order.  John  P.  Vanness,  Pres't." 

At  maturity  the  said  note  was  not  paid,  and  remained  a  part 
of  the  assets  of  the  Bank  on  the  3rd  of  July,  1844,  when  the 
charter  was  about  to  expire.  In  anticipation  of  this  event;  the 
stockholders  had  assembled  to  deliberate  upon  the  further  dis- 
position of  the  assets  of  the  bank,  and  the  requisite  represen- 
tation in  number  and  amount  of  shares,  and  more  than  a  ma- 
jority of  the  shares  of  stock,  being  present,  to  provide  for  the 
existing  state  of  affairs,  they  resolved:  "  That  the  entire  pro- 
perty and  assets  of  the  bank  should  be  assigned  and  conveyed 
over  to  trustees ;"  and  after  providing  for  the  payment  of  the 
debts,  deposits  and  circulation  of  the  bank,  further  resolved^ 
"tliat  the  president  and  directors  be  instructed  to  cause  to  be  pre- 
pared and  executed  such  deeds  as  may  be  best  adapted,  in  their 
judgment,  to  secure  the  objects  of  their  meeting;  and  after  pro- 
viding for  the  fulfilment  of  all  the  obligations  of  the  bank,  to 
manage  and  conduct  the  affairs  and  property  in  their  hands,  as 
will  most  nearly  correspond  with  the  present  and  past  business 
of  the  institution."  And  further,  "that  when  the  trustees  shall 
be  appointed  as  aforesaid ,  the  cashier  be,  and  he  is  directed  and 
empowered  to  assign,  transfer  and  endorse  to  them  all  notes, 
bills,  and  other  evidences  of  debt,  and  all  other  personal  pro- 
perty, &c.,  belonging  to  the  bank,  which  may  require  to  be 
thus  transferred." 

It  having  been  determined  that  the  president  and  directors 
of  the  bank  should  be  constituted  the  future  trustees,  it  was 
deemed  advisable  thus,  in  the  first  instance,  to  convey  to  an 
intermediate  agent,  and  Richard  Smith,  the  cashier  of  the 
bank,  was  selected,  to  whom  the  president  and  directors  were 
9        v.8 
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required  to  execute  the  deed  of  assignment;  and  Smith  was^ 
thereupon^  to  re-convey  to  the  individuals  who  constituted  the 
then  president  and  director  of  the  institution;  as  trustees,  and 
by  thero  the  business  of  the  institution  was  to  be  thenceforth 
conducted;  under  the  designation  of  ^'  Trustees  of  the  Bank  of 
the  Metropolis, ^^  In  pursuance  of  these  resolutions  of  the 
stockholders;  the  deed  of  assignment  reciting  all  these  pro- 
ceedingS;  was  executed  to  Smithy  of  all  the  estate  of  the  bank, 
bills;  bondS;  notes,  &c.;  in  trust;  that  he  should  assign  and 
transfer  the  estate,  and  all  the  property,  right,  claim  and  de- 
mand conveyed  to  him  by  the  deed,  to  the  present  plaintiffs,  as 
the  trustees  selected  by  the  stockholders,  for  the  uses  and  pur- 
poses expressed  in  the  resolutions  adopted  by  them  at  their 
general  meeting.  And  in  conformity  with  this  arrangement, 
Richard  Smith,  on  the  same  day,  (the  3rd  of  July,  1844,)  re- 
conveyed  and  assigned  to  these  trustees  all  the  property  and 
estate  so  conveyed  to  him,  to  be  held  by  them  for  the  uses  and 
puiposes  expressed  in  the  resolutions  of  the  stockholders,  and 
the  deed  of  trust  executed  to  him  by  their  directions. 

On  the  same  day  the  board  of  directors  of  the  bank  met,  and 
it  was  then  ordered,  ^Uhat  all  the  stocks  standing  in  the  name 
of  the  bank;  or  of  Richard  Smith,  cashier;  hypothecated  to 
the  bank;  should  be  transferred  to  Richard  Smith;  that  the 
funds  of  the  bank;  when  counted  and  delivered  up  by  the 
cashier  to  the  trustees,  should  again  be  placed  in  the  hands  of 
Richard  Smith,  as  cashier  of  the  new  concern;  and  further, 
that  all  notes  payable  to  the  president  and  directors  of  the  bank, 
be  endorsed  by  General  Vanness,  as  president  of  the  bank, 
and  the  seal  of  the  bank  affixed,  when  necessary." 

This  note,  among  others,  was  so  endorsed  by  John  P.  Van- 
nessy  president.  And  it  was  proved,  by  John  D.  James,  a 
competent  witness,  that  the  president  was,  at  that  time,  accus- 
tomed to  make  such  endorsements  when  required;  or  during 
the  absence  of  the  cashier;  while  Smith,  in  his  testimony, 
says  it  was  not  customary  for  the  president  to  endorse  notes 
held  by  the  bank,  unless,  from  the  absence  of  the  cashier,  it 
became  necessary;  but,  that  at  the  time  alluded  to,  be  endorsed 
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all  the  notes  held  by  the  bank^  which  were  made  payable  to 
the  bank. 

The  plaintifTs  further  proved,  that  the  amount  specified  in 
the  note  was  loaned  to  the  said  McCidlok  upon  the  security  of 
said  note,  and  also  proved  the  handwriting  of  both  to  the  note, 
that  defendant  admitted  his  liability,  and  promised  to  make 
McCuUok  pay  it. 

Upon  these  facts,  nine  prayers  were  submitted  by  defendant 
for  the  instruction  of  the  court,  all  of  which  were  rejected,  and 
it  becomes  our  duty  now  briefly  to  examine  them. 

The  first  in  order  proposed  was,  that  the  promissory  note, 
signed  by  McCidloh  and  the  defendant,  is  not  competent  evi- 
dence for  the  consideration  of  the  jury.  The  prayer  does  not 
advise  the  court  of  the  precise  objection  to  the  note  which  is 
relied  on.  In  one  view  it  may  be  predicated  upon  the  propo- 
sition so  much  relied  upon  througliout  the  case,  that  there  was 
no  authority  in  the  president  of  the  bank  to  endorse  the  note, 
and,  consequently,  no  title  passed  by  it  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that, 
in  this  point  of  view,  it  was  not  admissible  to  go  to  the  jury. 
As  this  same  objection  runs  through  the  whole  of  the  subsequent 
prayers,  presented  in  a  variety  of  aspects,  and  more  distinctly 
announced,  we  shall  defer  the  examination  of  it  until  we  come 
to  discuss  them  hereafter.  In  support  of  the  prayer,  it  has 
been  ui^ed,  that  the  declaration  sets  forth  the  note  as  made  to 
the  ^^Bank  of  the  Metropolis,^'*  and  that  there  is  no  evidence  of 
the  existence  of  such  a  bank.  The  24th  section  of  the  act  of 
Congress  of  1817,  ch.  93,  it  is  said,  enacts  that  ''all  those  per- 
sons who  have  heretofore  subscribed  certain  articles  of  limited 
partnership,  under  the  name  and  style  of  '  the  president  and 
directors  of  the  Bank  of  the  Metropolis y^  be  and  are  hereby 
incorporated."  The  act  does  not  say  incorporated  by  that 
name.  On  the  contrary,  the  same  section  continues:  "The 
said  ^Bank  of  the  Metropolis ^^  and  the  president  and  directors, 
shall  be  subject  to  the  like  rules  and  regulations,"  <kc.;  drop- 
ping the  style  of  the  president  and  directors,  and  simply  desig- 
nating its  true  corporate  name  to  be  the  ^^Bank  of  the  Metropo- 
lis.'*'*    The  act  of  Congress  has  thus  given  sanction  to  the  name 
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under  which  this  note  was  framed,  and  there  was  no  necessity 
(as  contended  for,)  to  supply  any  deficiency  by  suitable  aver- 
ments in  the  declaration.  But  were  it  otherwise,  the  case  of 
the  Hagersimm  Road  Company  vs.  Creager.  6  H.  ^  /., 
124,  rejects  this  strictness  in  pleading,  and  decides,  that  if  there 
is  enough  said  in  the  contract  to  show  that  there  is  such  a  body 
politic,  and  to  distinguish  it  from  others,  the  corporation  is  well 
named.  Besides,  this  objection  is  further  obviated  by  the  3rd 
count,  where  the  parties  are  introduced  as  ''the  president  and 
directors  of  the  bank,"  &c.  The  prayer  admits  the  making 
of  the  note,  and  even  on  the  1st  count,  excluding  all  the  others, 
it  was  pertinent  to  the  issue,  and,  therefore,  admissible.  The 
allegation  is,  that  the  two  parties  had  made  their  promissory 
note  to  the  bank,  and  the  very  note,  so  made,  is  offered  in  evi- 
dence. On  the  2nd  and  3rd  counts,  which  proceeds  on  the 
basis  of  the  assignment  by  the  bank  to  the  plaintiffs,  it  is  clearly 
admissible.  On  the  authority  of  Penn  vs.  Flacky  3  Cr.  4*  J^y 
369,  the  endorsee  of  a  note  may  give  it  in  evidence  on  the 
money  counts,  and  apart  from  other  considerations,  it  is  clearly 
a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  might  recover  on  these  counts. 

The  2nd  and  3rd  prayers  assert  the  proposition  that  there  is 
no  evidence  of  the  transfer  of  this  note  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  that 
they  cannot  recover,  because  the  endorsement  by  Vanness,  as 
president,  is  not  proved  to  have  been  authorised  by  the  bank. 
Not  that  there  was  no  transfer  in  point  of  fact,  but  that  there 
was  no  right  to  transfer  by  the  president.  It  is  maintained  that 
the  president  ex  officio  had  no  power  to  endorse  the  notes  of  the 
bank.  This  may,  or  may  not  be  so,  according  to  the  particu- 
lar state  of  facts  presented .  Ordinarily  the  cashier,  as  the  agent 
and  servant  of  the  president  and  directors,  has  this  power  con- 
ferred on  him.  But,  in  the  present  instance,  the  board  of 
directors  instructed  the  president  to  endoree  all  the  notes,  and 
this  note,  among  others,  was  so  endorsed  by  him.  So  far  the 
act  was  fully  authorised;  the  president  and  directors,  by  the 4th 
and  6th  sections  of  the  act,  having  full  power  to  conduct  the 
affairs  of  the  bank,  and  to  make  all  such  rules,  regulations  and 
orders  for  the  government  of  the  bank,  from  time  to  time,  as 
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they  may  deem  expedieDt.  The  power  which  the  cashier  has 
to  endorse  the  notes,  is  derived  from  the  same  source,  and  that 
power,  for  any  specific  purpose,  may  at  any  time  be  revoked 
by  the  board,  and  conferred  upon  anotlier,  as  was  the  case  in 
this  instance. 

But  it  is  asserted,  that  with  a  view  to  the  expiration  of  the 
charter  of  the  bank,  and  with  intent  to  pass  the  property  of 
the  bank  to  these  plaintiffs,  the  stockholders,  at  a  previous 
meeting,  had  empowered  and  instructed  the  cashier  to  endorse 
these  notes,  and  that,  consequendy,  the  order  of  the  board  of 
directors  was  in  conflict  with  this  power  conferred  on  SmUh. 
In  other  words,  that  the  resolution  of  the  stockholders  was 
paramount,  and  obligatory  on  the  president  and  directors  of  the 
bank. 

Let  us  briefly  examine  the  condition  of  afiairs  when  these 
proceedings  were  had,  and  no  difiiculty  exists  in  reconciling 
this  apparent  conflict  of  authority.  The  charter  was  about  to 
expire  on  the  4th  of  July.  Congress  had  adjourned  without 
providing  for  any  extension.  The  stockholders  were,  therefore, 
convened,  and  engaged  in  measures  to  liquidate  the  concerns 
of  the  corporation,  and  devote  the  property  and  capital  of  the 
bank,  thereafter^  to  private  banking,  under  the  administration 
of  trustees,  without  violating  or  conflicting  with  the  presumed 
object  of  Congress,  in  declining  an  extension  of  their  charter. 
The  president  and  directors  were  selected  as  the  trustees.  They 
could  not  execute  an  assignment  tx>  themselves,  and  Richard 
Smithy  the  cashier,  was  selected  as  the  agent  and  conduit, 
through  whom  the  property  and  eflTects  of  the  old  were  to  pass 
to  the  trustees  of  the  new  institution.  That  the  majority  there 
assembled  had  a  right  so  to  direct  and  dispose  of  the  concern, 
is  not  to  be  questioned.  Angel  and  Ames  on  CorporationSy 
459.  That  the  assent  of  a  majority  is  the  assent  of  all,  is  an 
implied  stipulation  in  every  compact  of  this  sort.  See,  also. 
Union  Bank  of  Tennessee^  vs.  Ellicott  and  others,  6  O.  ^ 
J.y  363.  Where  the  right  is  recognised  of  the  president  and  di- 
rectors to  assign  for  the  payment  of  debts ;  without  the  assent  even 
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any  single  stockholder.     See^  further^  17 th  section  of  the  char- 
ter, act  of  Congress,  1817. 

By  (he  5th  resolution  of  these  stockholders,  the  cashier  was 
directed  and  empowered  to  assign ,  transfer  and  endorse  all  bills, 
notes  and  other  evidences  of  debt.  The  deeds  of  transfer  of 
all  the  property  and  effects  of  the  bank,  were  to  be  prepared 
and  executed  by  the  president  and  directors.  On  the  3rd  of 
July,  these  deeds  were  submitted  and  executed,  and  the  order 
passed  by  the  board  of  directors,  that  the  president  should  en- 
dorse all  the  notes,  which  was  done  in  the  presence  of  Smith, 
the  cashier,  with  his  consent  and  concurrence,  of  course,  and 
the  note  here  in  question,  with  all  the  others  so  endorsed,  passed 
into  the  hands  of  the  trustees,  the  present  plaintiffs.  The 
board  of  directors  then  adjourned  sine  die,  and  the  corporation 
was  dissolved. 

Were  not  all  things  here  complied  with,  which  the  stock- 
holders contemplated?  All  these  prescribed  forms,  by  transfer, 
endorsement  and  delivery  of  the  effects  of  the  corporation, 
were  designed  to  concenter  in  one  body,  in  whom  the  future 
title  was  to  vest.  How  could  it  be  material  through  what  form 
it  reached  them?  The  mode  designated  by  the  stockholders, 
was  but  a  form  adopted  by  them,  but  by  no  means  obligatory 
on  the  directors,  in  whom  the  authoritv  to  administer  the  affairs 
of  the  bank,  still  remained  on  the  3rd  of  July.  They  fully 
complied  with  the  substance  by  executing  the  purpose  of  the 
stockholders,  although  through  another  agent.  And  if  the  ob- 
ject of  the  trust,  and  its  purposes,  were  attained ,  if  its  condi- 
tions were  satisfied  fully,  in  the  absence  of  nuUa  fides  on  the 
part  of  the  directors,  the  objection  seems,  to  this  court,  one  of 
form  alone,  and  not  material. 

These  prayers  assume,  moreover,  that  the  stockholders  had 
a  right  to  control  the  legitimate  functions  of  the  board  of  di- 
rectors, and  to  annul  the  powers  granted  to  them  by  the  charter. 
In  one  sense,  they  are  the  agents  of  the  stockholders,  but  with 
all  the  power  conferred  on  them  by  the  charter,  during  the 
period  for  which  (hey  are  elected.  The  rights  of  both  princi- 
pal and  agent  exist  in  virtue  of  the  same  law.     The  powers  of 


■ 


OK  MARYLAND.  71 


Merrick  vs.  The  Trusteefl  of  the  Bank  of  the  Metropolis. — 1849. 


each  are  defined  by  the  law;  and  that  the  directors  bad  autho- 
rity themselves  to  direct  the  form  of  this  traDsfer^  is  evident 
from  the  gift  of  power  conferred  by  the  6th  section  of  the  char- 
ter. See^  also,  Angel  and  Ames,  293,  294.  But  we  cannot 
construe  the  resolution  of  the  stockholders,  even  if  paramount, 
to  be  mandatory  on  the  directors,  and  the  object  of  both  prin- 
cipal and  agent  to  give  vitality  to  a  new  institution  being  at- 
tained, we  think  that  thus  far  the  objection  to  the  means  and 
the  medium  of  its  accomplishment  is  not  sustained. 

This  view  disposes  not  only  of  the  2nd  and  3rd  prayers,  but 
also  of  the  4th  and  8th.  The  authority  to  endorse,  conveys 
per  se  the  authority  ^o  deliver,  and  by  showing  the  authority  to 
endorse,  disputed  by  the  2nd  and  3rd,  we  also  establish  the  de- 
livery denied  in  the  4lh  and  8th.  The  allegation  of  the  en- 
dorsement includes  delivery.  Chitty  on  Bills,  251, 252  An 
endorsement  with  intent  to  pass,  even  though  the  bill  be  left 
with  the  endorser,  imports  a  transfer.  And  where  the  endorse- 
ment is  proved,  it  is  unnecessary  to  prove  or  aver  delivery. 
1  Gill,  45,  Bnckmeyer  and  Whiteford^  where  the  holder 
brings  suit,  and  may  recover,  unless  mcda  fides  be  proved.  7 
Term  R.,  596.     5  East.,  476.     Chitty  on  Bills,  322. 

But  we  are  told,  that  this  whole  transaction  being  in  contra- 
vention of  law,  and  its  purpose  unauthorised  and  illegal,  all 
the  proceedings  of  these  parties  under  it  are  void,  and  the  en- 
dorsement and  transfer  can  have  no  legal  validity.  That  the 
stipulated  purpose  of  this  trust  was  to  enable  the  parties,  with 
the  proceeds  of  this  note,  and  the  other  assets  of  the  bank,  to 
carry  on  private  ban/dng  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  con- 
trary to  the  provisions  in  the  same  act  of  Congress  by  which 
the  charter  is  conferred,  and  this  objection  is  the  basis  of  the 
5th  and  9th  prayers. 

The  29th  section  of  the  act  is  to  this  purport:  ^*  That  after 
the  4lh  of  April  ensuing,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  unchar- 
tered banking  company,  or  any  association,  partnership  or  com- 
pany of  individuals  within  the  District,  to  discount  any  notes 
for  the  payment  of  money,  or  to  issue  bills,  &c.,  and  the  vio- 
lation of  the  law  shall  be  held  to  be  a  misdemeanor,"  &c.    And 
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the  30th  and  31st  sections  inflict  the  penalty  upon  the  officer  or 
agent  of  any  such  associations  who  sign  the  bills  and  notes, 
and  declares  the  bills  so  discounted  null  and  void. 

It  is  not  to  be  denied  that  this  provision  presents,  at  first  view, 
a  formidable  objection  to  the  whole  resgesia  under  considera- 
tion. A  contract  ill^al  in  itself,  or  that  contemplates  the  vio- 
lation of  some  statute,  or  is  against  public  morals,  caimot  invoke 
the  aid  of  a  court  of  justice;  for  the  couit  will  not  contribute 
the  means  of  infringing  the  law.  The  mala  fides  of  the  trans- 
action is  thus  let  in,  and  the  authority  to  transfer  and  endorse, 
if  the  alleged  purpose  is  in  violation  of  law,  may  justly  be 
questioned.  But  this  objection  is  here  relieved  by  the  fact  that 
the  prohibition  is  no  longer  in  existence.  Together  with  the 
banks  incorporated  by  the  act,  the  provision  expired.  The  act 
of  Congress,  of  1617,  under  which  the  Bank  of  the  Metropolis 
holds  its  charter,  and  which  contains  this  prohibition,  was  to 
continue  until  the  Ist  of  January,  1822.  By  a  further  act  of 
the  2nd  of  March,  1821,  it  is  provided  that  the  acts  incorpo- 
rating the  several  banks  of  the  District  of  Chlumbia  (i.  e.,  the 
acts  of  1817,)  be  and  the  same  are  hereby  extended  and  limited 
to  the  3rd  day  of  March,  1836.  It  has  been  strenuously  uiged 
that  these  provisions  against  private  banking,  did  not  fall  with 
the  other  provisions  of  the  act.  But  it  must  be  intended  here, 
that  the  act  of  1821,  which  extends  the  whole,  and  keeps  it  in 
force  until  1836,  must  be  designed  to  limit  the  whole  to  that 
period,  unless  something  to  the  contrary  is  expressed  or  appears. 
It  might  readily  be  shown  that  the  acts  which  called  into  exis- 
tence these  corporations,  were  intended  to  place  restrictions 
upon  the  private  banking  practised  to  excess  and  ruin  at  that 
period,  and  was  further  intended  to  protect  the  operations  of 
these  chartered  banks.  And  it  might  also  be  safely  assumed, 
that  when  Congress  suffered  these  corporations  afterwards  to 
expire  by  their  own  limitation,  they  did  not  design  that  the 
District  of  Columbia  should  be  excluded  and  prohibited  from 
all  banking  operations,  private  or  corporate.  But  whether  this 
be  so  or  not,  as  we  conceive  and  construe  these  acts,  the  pro- 
hibitions they  contain  must  be  considered  parts  of  the  acts,  and 
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both  fall  together.  At  the  same  time  it  is  conceded  there  is  no 
other  action  of  Congress  on  the  subject;  at  least  none  has  been 
referred  to  as  reaching  these  plaintiffs.  And  in  this  view,  the 
5th  and  9th  prayers  were  properly  rejected,  and  may  be  said  to 
dispose  of  the  whole  case  made  upon  the  prayera.  It  estab- 
lishes the  legality  of  the  endorsement,  and  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  made.  For  that  purpose,  the  endorsement  of  the 
president  was  as  efficacious  as  the  cashier's,  the  whole  proceed- 
ing having  the  express  sanction  of  Smithy  by  his  presence  and 
co-operation. 

We  have  already  shown  that  the  right  to  endorse  imports 
the  right  to  deliver.  The  actual  delivery  of  the  note,  and  its 
possession  by  the  present  plaintiffs,  is  conceded.  The  6th 
prayer  proceeds  upon  the  ground,  that  nothing  passed  by  the 
delivery,  if  there  was  no  authority  to  endorse,  and  the  plaintiffs 
ircre  mcare  of  it.  From  what  has  been  said,  it  follows  that 
this  prayer  was  also  properly  rejected. 

The  7th,  and  only  remaining  prayer  to  be  disposed  of,  im- 
peaches the  consideration  of  this  endorsement,  which  we  have 
shown  was  legally  made,  and  upon  sufficient  authority.  It 
resolves  itself  properly  in  the  5th  and  9th.  Unless  malajides 
be  proved  or  alleged,  the  court  will  not  enquire  into  the  consi- 
deration of  the  endorsement.  1  CrfW,  45.  The  mala  fides 
has  not  been  proved;  and  that  alleged  has  been  sufficiently  an- 
swered. The  transfer  was  made  to  the  plaintiffs,  with  other 
funds  of  the  bank,  to  liquidate  the  debts  and  affairs  of  the  cor- 
poration, and  the  whole  character  of  the  trust  to  plaintiffs  shows 
abundant  consideration  for  the  transfer. 

We  leave  out  of  view  that  some  of  these  prayers  propose  to 
submit  to  the  jury  this  question  of  authority,  which,  upon  the 
deeds  and  other  written  proceedings,  was  exclusively  for  the 
court,  as  upon  other  grounds  we  sustain  the  county  court  in 
rejecting  tlie  whole  series  of  prayers  offered  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant. 

2xD  ExcfiPTiON.  After  the  court  below  had  refused  to  grant 
these  prayers,  the  defendant  further  prayed  the  court  to  instruct 
the  jury,  that  upon  the  evidence  in  the  cauge,  if  believed  by 
10         V.8 
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them,  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover  on  the  2nd,  3rd 
and  4th  counts  in  the  declaration,  which  prayer  the  court 
granted,  and  so  instructed  the  jury.  And  the  verdict  having 
been  rendered  against  the  defendant  on  the  1st  count,  his  coun- 
sel naoved  in  arrest  of  judgnrient,  because:  the  declaration  dis- 
closes ^  joint  promise  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  and  another, 
and,  therefore,  judgment  ought  not  to  be  rendered  against  this 
defendant  alone.  But  the  court  overruled  the  motion,  and  we 
are  now  to  enquire,  whether  the  1st  count  is  good  and  sufficient, 
more  especially  after  verdict. 

Does  the  declaration  here  disclose  a  joint  contract?  The 
averment  is,  that  whereas  the  defendant  and  a  certain  James 
W,  McCvJioh  made  their  certain  promissory  note  in  writing, 
and  promised  to  pay,  and  that  the  Bank  of  the  Metropolis^  to 
whom  it  was  made  payable  by  its  president,  endorsed  the  same 
to  the  plaintiffs,  by  means  whereof  the  defendant  became 
liable,  and  promised  to  pay  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of 
said  note.  Dehors  the  nar,  and  the  pleadings  the  note  here 
produced  in  evidence,  is  joint  and  several.  But  the  court  must 
look  to  the  pleadings  alone,  and  are  confined  to  what  they  al- 
lege. It  is  only  on  the  case  made  in  the  pleadings  that  the 
plaintiff  can  recover.  ^  ^  When  the  contract  is  joint  and  several, 
the  plaintiff  must  treat  it  as  wholly  joint  or  wholly  separate,  and 
must  sue  all  the  parties  together,  or  each  by  himself."  1 
Chitty's  PL,  43,  44.  Addison,  880.  ^'Each  party  on  a 
joint  contract  may  be  severally  liable  in  one  sense,  that  is,  if 
sued  separately,  and  he  does  not  plead  in  abatement,  he  may 
become  liable  for  the  whole  debt.'*  Same,  SI 5,  "Where 
the  one  has  been  thus  seperately  sued,  advantage  can  only  be 
had  of  it  by  plea  in  abatement."  3  H.  ^f"  7.,  572,  Brown 
vs.  Warram.  "It  is  not  matter  in  bar  or  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment, upon  the  finding  of  the  jury,  or  of  variance  in  evidence 
on  the  trial."  10  Peters,  300,  Oilman  vs.  Rives.  43  L. 
Zri6.,391,  Rice  vs.  State.  But  if  the  declaration  discloses 
(as  is  here  contended,)  that  the  promise  is  joint,  it  is  necessary 
to  aver  that  the  other  is  dead,  or  to  account  for  his  not  being 
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joined  id  the  action,  or  it  is  bad  upon  demurrer  or  writ  of  error. 
43  i.  ii6.,  loco  cit.     5  Greerdeaf,  443. 

We  must  observe  that  the  objection  here  is  not  upon  de- 
murrer, but  upon  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  on  the  alleged 
insufficiency  of  the  1st  count  to  support  the  action,  and  the 
plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  every  intendment  of  law  in  support  of 
the  verdict.  Everything  that  the  defendant  could  object,  will 
be  presumed  to  have  been  made  at  the  trial,  and  it  must  be  in- 
tended that  they  have  been  there  made  and  overruled .  '  *  Where 
the  statement  in  the  pleadings  is  imperfect  and  insufficient,  but 
of  such  a  character  as  to  lead  the  court  to  believe  that  all  must 
have  been  proved  on  the  trial  which  should  have  been  stated 
in  the  pleading,  to  have  justified  the  jury  in  finding  the  verdict, 
the  defective  pleading  is  aided  by  intendment  after  tiie  verdict." 
2  GUmarij  307.  It  may ,  therefore,  be  intended  that  the  proof 
was  before  the  jury  of  (he  death  of  the  other  co-promissor,  and 
the  verdict  then  stands  unimpeachable  on  that  ground  of  ob- 
jection. 

If  this  proof  was  necessary  to  enable  the  plaintiffs  to  recover, 
and  without  which  it  is  presumed  that  the  verdict  would  not 
be  given,  it  will  be  intended  that  it  was  done.  ^'  Cured  by 
verdict  means,  that  the  court  will,  after  verdict,  presume  or  in- 
tend that  the  particular  thing  required  to  sustain  it,  was  proved 
at  the  trial. ' '  Chitty's  PL ,673.  *  ^ After  verdict ,  a  defective 
allegation  in  the  declaration  cannot  be  taken  advantage  of, 
though  it  might  furnish  good  cause  of  demurrer."  Vander- 
smith  vs.  Washmeiriy  1  H.^O,yA.  "  Whatever  might  have 
been  relied  on  to  defeat  the  action,  must  be  intended  to  have 
been  proved  at  trial  after  verdict."  7  Smedes  and  Marshy  49. 
8  8m,  and  Marshy  562.  2  Gilman,  307.  Here  it  is  averred 
that  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  according  to  the  tenor  and 
effect  of  the  note;  and  it  is  further  objected  that  tiiere  is  no 
consideration  here  shown  for  the  one  to  pay.  Is  not  the  fact 
(bat  two  made  a  note,  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  promise 
of  one  to  pay?  Each  is  liable  for  the  whole,  at  the  selection 
of  (he  plaintiff.  If  an  express  promise  be  necessary,  the  law 
w'ill  intend  the  promise.     Even  where  the  express  promise  is 
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necessary  to  support  the  action,  the  declaration  never  avers  it 
to  be  an  express  promise,  but  only  the  mere  promise  to  pay. 
And  on  motion  in  arrest,  it  will  be  intended  that  the  express 
promise  was  proved .  ^^  When  the  promise  is  laid  in  the  decla- 
ration, on  motion  in  arrest,  it  will  be  presumed  that  an  express 
promise  (if  requisite,)  has  beeny proved."  43  Eng.  C.  i., 
823.  2  McLean,  363.  61  L.  Lib.,  310,  Biles  on  BiUs. 
Cowp.  132.  The  plaintiff,  in  such  case,  is  not  required  to 
stand  upon  his  proof,  but  invokes  to  his  aid  the  intendment  of 
law,  that  there  was  an  express  promise,  and  that  it  has  been 
proved.  The  existence  of  a  legal  liability  by  the  defendant, 
is  a  sufficient  basis  for  an  express  promise  to  be  intended  after 
verdict;  and  the  promise  of  one,  upon  the  antecedent  liability 
of  both,  is  sufficient. 

This  is  supposing  the  declaration  to  be  defective,  where  the 
law  will  intend  every  thing  necessary  to  support  it,  after  verdict. 
I  But  it  does  not  appear  upon  the  record,  that  McCuUoh  was 

i^^  jointly  bound  with  the  defendant,  and  it  is  questionable  whether 

;  the  declaration  would  be  bad  on  demurrer.     The  allegation  is, 

'^  that  the  two  made  a  certain  promissory  note,"  not  necessarily 
a  joint  note.  And  even  if  so,  the  verdict  will  intend  that  it 
was  both  joint  and  several.  The  objection  is,  that  they  jointly 
made  the  note,  and  jointly  promised  to  pay.  But  after  the 
verdict,  we  must  presume  that  they  jointly  and  severally  pro- 
mised. Both  may  have  promised  in  the  note,  and  the  defen- 
dant may  have  promised  separately  afterwards;  and  thus  the 
verdict  and  the  pleadings  are  rendered  consistent  At  all  events, 
the  express  promise  is  intended,  and  presumed,  after  verdict,  to 
have  been  proved;  and  the  court  below  were  correct  in  their 
I  refusal  to  arrest  the  judgment. 

t  JUDGMENT   AFFIRMED. 
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George  H.  Smith  i;*.  John  Walton,  use  op  Jesse  Wal- 
ton.— JunCy  1849. 

A  witnofs  who  has  seen  a  party  write,  although  but  once,  and  who  has  in  this 
mode  acquired  a  knowledge  of  the  general  character  of  his  handwriting, 
is  competent  to  testify  with  respect  to  its  genuineness, 

A  witness  who  has  seen  a  party  write,  or  who  has  corresponded  with  him,  is 
qaalified  to  speak  with  respect  to  the  genuineness  of  his  signature. 

The  impression  made  upon  the  mind  of  a  witness  who  has  seen  a  person 
write  his  name  but  once,  maybe  exc(*odingly  fiint  and  imperfect,  but  it  is, 
nevertheless,  testimony,  provided  the  witness  can  declare,  that  from  his 
knowledge  of  the  character  of  the  handwriting  thus  acquired,  he  believes 
it  to  be  genuine. 

The  question,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  competency  of  the  witness,  must  de- 
pend  not  on  the  quantity  of  his  information,  but  the  source  froi.n  which  it 
is  derived. 

A  witness  said  he  believed  the  signature  of  the  surname  to  be  genuine,  but 
could  not  say  so  as  to  the  christian  name,  and,  therefore,  could  not  prove 
the  whole  signature.  IIblu  :  that  this  evidence,  standing  by  itself,  would 
be  admissible ;  but  its  admissibility  is  placed  beyond  controversy  when  of- 
fered in  connection  with  the  testimony  of  another  witness,  who  proved,  in 
his  opinion,  the  whole  signature  genuine. 

Where  both,  by  the  nature  of  the  questions  on  cross-examination,  and  the 
character  of  the  prayer  offered  to  the  court  below,  by  the  defendant,  it  was 
conceded  that  the  witness  had  the  knowledge  capacitating  him  to  testify  in 
legird  to  the  handwriting,  his  testimony  is  not  open,  in  this  court,  to  the 
objection  that  the  plaintiff  s!iould  have  established  such  knowledge  as  a 
preliminary  fact,  before  asking  the  witness  to  testify,  from  such  knowledge, 
to  the  genuineness  of  the  signature. 

It  is  perfeclly  legitimate,  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  his  recollection  of  the 
handwriting,  to  hand  to  the  witness  a  paper  which  he  saw  the  defendant 
sign,  and  then  for  the  witness  to  state,  as  the  result  of  a  comparison  be- 
tween that  signature  and  the  impression  formed  in  his  mind  of  the  general 
character  of  the  defendant's  writing,  derived  from  antecedent  knowledge, 
that  he  believed  the  disputed  signature  genuine. 
But  the  opinion  of  a  witness  who  founds  his  belief  upon  a  mere  naked  com- 
parison of  two  signatures,  one  disputed,  and  the  other  known  by  him  to  be 
genuine,  is  clearly  inadmissible  to  prove  the  genuineness  of  the  disputed 
signature. 
It  is  a  rule  of  law,  now  too  firmly  established. to  be  disturbed,  that  signatures 
cannot  be  proved  by  a  direct  comparison  of  hands ;  by  which  is  meant  the 
collation  of  two  papers  in  juzta.position  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining, 
by  inspection,  if  they  were  written  by  the  same  person. 
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The  Bofficiencj,  in  fact,  of  teetimonj  to  sustain  the  issue,  is  exclusiTely  a 
question  for  the  jury. 

Appeal  from  Saint  Mary^s  county  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  instituted  by  the  appellee^  John 
Walton  J  against  the  appellant^  on  the  29th  of  June^  1 847,  upon 
a  single  bill  in  favor  of  said  WMony  for  $639.30^  purporting 
to  be  signed  and  sealed  by  George  H,  Smith,  the  appellant. 
The  defendant  pleaded  non  est  factum  j  upon  which  issue  was 
joined. 

In  the  course  of  the  trial ,  four  exceptions  were  taken  by  the 
defendant.  The  1st  is  fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of  Ihe  court. 
In  the  2nd,  the  defendant,  upon  the  evidence  detailed  in  the 
Ist,  prayed  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury,  that  if  they  find,  from 
the  evidence,  that  George  W.  Morgan  only  saw  the  defendant 
write  once,  and  that  nearly  five  years  ago,  and  that  his  recol- 
lection of  the  said  writing  was  imperfect,  and  only  revived  by 
examination  of  the  papers  lately  shown  him,  that  though  the 
evidence  is  admissible,  it  is  a  rule  of  law  that  such  evidence  is 
not  of  conclusive  character,  but  belongs  to  that  class  of  testi- 
mony which  is  regarded  as  faint,  and  an  unsafe  basis  of  action. 
Which  instruction  the  court  (Key  and  Crain,  A.  J.,)  refused 
to  give.     Which  refusal  constitutes  the  2nd  exception. 

3rd.  In  addition  to  the  evidence  in  the  forgoing  bills  of  ex- 
ception, the  plaintiff*  ofiered  to  prove,  by  James  B.  Kirk,  that 
from  his  knowledge  of  the  general  character  of  the  handwriting 
of  the  defendant,  he  believes  the  word  '^  Smith j^^  signed  to  said 
single  bill,  to  be  genuine.  Upon  cross-examination,  witness 
stated,  that  from  the  same  knowledge  of  the  general  character 
of  the  handwriting  of  the  defendant,  he  could  not  say  that  he 
believed  the  words,  also  there  signed,  ^^  Geo,  if.,"  to  be  genu- 
ine, and  upon  being  asked,  by  defendant's  counsel,  whether  he 
could  say  to  the  jury  that,  from  his  knowledge  of  the  general 
character  of  the  handwriting  of  said  George  H.  Smith,  he 
believed  the  signature  to  the  single  bill  to  be  genuine,  he  an- 
answered, '  ^  he  could  not. "  Whereupon ,  the  defendant  prayed 
the  court  to  reject  Ihe  testimony,  as  legally  insufficient  to  snp- 
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port  the  issues  in  this  case;  but  the  court  overruled  the  objec- 
tion, and  permitted  the  same  to  go  to  the  jury,  to  be  weighed 
by  them,  to  which  action  of  the  court  the  defendant  excepted. 
The  4th  and  last  exception  is  fully  stated  in  the  opinion. 
The  verdict  and  judgment  being  for  the  plaintiff;  the  defendant 
appealed  to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorsey,  C.  J.,  Martin  and 
Frick,  J. 

Pratt,  for  the  appellant,  said  he  would  not  trouble  the 
court  with  the  consideration  of  the  question  raised  by  the  1st 
exception,  because  it  is  more  fully  presented  by  the  4th  excep- 
tion; nor  would  he  argue  the  question  involved  in  the  2nd  ex- 
ception, as,  in  his  judgment,  the  legal  sufficiency  of  the  proof 
to  maintain  the  issue,  is  a  question  for  the  court,  but  the  suffi- 
ctency  in  fact  of  such  testimony,  is  exclusively  a  question  for 
the  jury.  On  the  3rd  exception,  he  contended:  Ist.  That  it 
was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  the  means  by  which 
his  witness  acquired  a  knowledge  of  the  handwriting  of  the 
defendant,  before  he  should  have  been  permitted,  from  such 
alleged  knowledge,  to  testify  to  the  genuineness  of  the  defen- 
dant's signature  to  the  single  bill  in  controversy.  2nd.  That 
the  testimony  offered  in  this  exception  ^^was  of  so  light  and 
inconclusive  a  nature,  as  to  be  wholly  insufficient  to  be  made 
the  basis  of  a  verdict,"  and  that  the  court  below  were  the  ex- 
clusive judges  of  the  '^measure  and  quantity  of  proof  legally 
sufficient  to  prove  the  issue,"  and  should,  when  called  on  by 
the  defendant,  have  excluded  this  proof  from  the  jury.  Upon 
the  4th  exception,  he  argued  that  the  defendant  having  plead 
non  est  factum^  it  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the 
signing,  sealing  and  delivery  of  the  bond,  and  that  it  was  in- 
competent for  him  to  prove  the  signature  of  the  defendant  by 
placing  in  the  hands  of  the  witness  a  paper  shown  to  be  in  the 
handwriting  of  the  defendant^  and  then  placing  in  his^  hands 
the  single  bill  in  dispute,  and  <^  asking  the  witness  to  compare 
the  handwriting  of  each  paper  by  placing  them  side  by  side^ 
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and  then  to  say  whether,  from  such  comparison^  he  believed 
the  signature  to  the  single  bill  to  be  in  the  handwriting  of  de- 
fendant." 

McMahoX;  for  the  appellee,  in  reply  to  the  1st  point  under 
the  3rd  exception,  insisted  that  the  objection,  as  made  below, 
presents  no  such  question;  that  it  was  waived,  or  the  know- 
ledge capacitating  the  witness  to  testify  as  to  the  handwriting, 
was  impliedly  conceded  by  the  defendant's  examination  of  the 
witness,  and  that  he  cannot,  therefore,  make  the  objection  here; 
that  it  was  shown  by  the  subsequent  proof  stated  in  the  4th 
exception,  that  witness  had  seen  defendant  write,  and  if  there 
were  anything  in  the  objection,  it  is  no  cause  for  reversal  under 
such  circumstances.  In  reply  to  the  2nd  point  under  this  ex- 
ception, he  maintained  that  the  proof  that  the  signature  cf  the 
surname  was  genuine,  did  legally  tend  to  prove  the  matter  in 
issue,  and  was,  therefore,  properly  admitted.  That  if  it  were 
the  sole  evidence  in  the  case,  it  would  have  been  admissible, 
and  is  clearly  admissible  when,  as  here,  it  is  but  part  of  the 
proof  offered,  and  after  evidence  going  to  show  the  genuineness 
of  the  whole  signature.  Under  the  4lh  exception,  he  con- 
tended, in  reply  to  the  appellant's  point:  that  the  draft  which 
the  witness  saw  the  defendant  sign,  was  properly  exhibited  to 
him  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  his  memory,  and  thereby  en- 
abling him,  with  the  aid  derived  from  the  comparison,  to  ex- 
press his  belief  as  to  the  genuineness  of  the  single  bill  in  suit; 
that  the  evidence,  after  the  comparison  being  given  by  a  wit- 
ness who  had  seen  the  defendant  write,  and  had  a  knowledge 
of  the  general  character  of  the  defendant's  handwriting,  was 
not  necessarily,  as  the  evidence  is  stated,  evidence  of  hand- 
writing founded  on  the  naked  comparison  alone,  and  exclu- 
sive of  all  knowledge  of  the  witness;  that  being  made  by  a 
witness  having  such  knowledge,  it  is  not  a  statement  that  the 
witness  gained  his  knowledge  of  the  writing  solely  from  the 
comparison,  and  testified  exclusively  from  that  knowledge,  and 
is  consistent  with  the  exercise  of  his  previous  general  know- 
ledge jicting  upon  that  comparison;  and  that  the  statement  is 
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also  consistent  with  the  idea  that  the  witness  did  not  make  the 
comparison  to  gain  a  knowledge  of  the  handwriting  by  simi- 
larity of  writing,  and  that  the  comparison  being  directed  to 
other  matters,  such  as  a  supposed  difference  in  the  manner  of 
signing  the  christian  name,  which  was  removed  by  the  exhibi- 
tion of  the  draft  signed  in  his  presence,  he  was  enabled  thus  to 
testify  from  his  knowledge  of  the  handwriting;  that  the  wit- 
nes6,  as  one  having  a  knowledge  of  the  general  character  of 
the  defendant's  handwriting,  and  having  before  him  the  draft 
which  he  saw  the  defendant  sign,  could  properly  compare  the. 
two  signatures,  and  was  competent  to  testify,  after  such  com- 
parison, as  to  the  simQarity  between  the  two  signatures,  and  to 
express  his  belief  founded  on  that  similarity. 

Martin,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  instituted  in  Saint  Mary^s  county 
court,  by  the  appellee  against  the  appellant,  upon  a  single  bill, 
to  which  the  appellant  pleaded  nan  est  factum. 

It  appears  from  the  record,  that  at  the  trial  of  the  issue  joined 
upon  this  plea,  the  plaintiff  offered  to  prove,  by  George  W, 
Morgan^  that  in  1843,  he  had  witnessed  the  signature  of  the 
defendant  to  a  receipt  which  he  bad  seen  him  sign;  that  the 
signature  to  that  receipt  very  much  resembled  the  signature  to 
the  cause  of  action,  and  that  from  that  lesemblance,  and  his 
knowledge  of  the  character  of  the  handwriting  of  the  defen- 
dant, derived  from  that  signature  to  said  receipt,  he  believed 
the  signature  to  the  cause  of  action  to  be  the  signature  of  the 
defendant.  Upon  cross-examination ,  the  witness  further  proved 
that  he  had  never  seen  the  defendant  write  his  signature,  ex- 
cept to  that  receipt;  that  he  had  no  recollection  of  the  character 
of  the  signature  to  that  receipt,  except  from  a  subsequent  ex- 
amination of  it  in  October,  and  that  about  one  week  after  said 
examination  of  the  receipt,  he  saw  the  single  bill  in  dispute, 
and  from  his  recollection  of  the  signature  to  the  receipt,  he  be- 
lieved the  signature  to  the  single  bill  to  be  genuine;  that  he 
had  also  since  compared  the  signatures  to  the  receipts  and  single 
bill,  by  placing  them  side  by  side,  and  that  he  is  still  more 
11         V.8 
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thoroughly  coavinced  that  the  signature  ^to  the  single  bill  is 
genuine.  He  further  proved ^  that  the  said  receipt  has  been  in 
the  possession  of  the  plaintiff^  and  that  he  has  never  seen  it, 
except  in  October^  and  at  the  present  tenn  of  the  court. 

The  introduction  of  this  testimony ^  to  prove  the  signature  of 
the  defendant  to  the  cause  of  action  in  dispute^  was  resisted  by 
his  counsel.  The  objection  was  overruled,  and  the  testimony 
permitted  to  go  to  the  jury;  and  whether  there  was  error  in  this 
opinion  of  the  court  below,  is  the  question  presented  for  our 
consideration  by  the^r^  exception. 

We  think  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  upon  the  point 
raised  by  this  exception,  was  correct.  It  is  true  that  the  wit- 
ness who  was  called  to  prove  that  the  signature  to  the  single 
bill  was  defendant's  handwriting,  had  seen  him  write  only  on 
one  occasion.  But  since  the  case  of  Crarrells  vs.  Alexander y 
decided  by  Lord  Kent/on^  in  1801,  4  Esp.  Rep.,  37,  and  re- 
cognised in  the  King's  bench  in  1836,  in  the  case  of  Doe  vs. 
Suckermorey  5  Adolp.  and  EUiSy  703,  it  has  been  regarded  as 
an  established  rule  of  evidence,  that  a  witness  who  has  seen  a 
party  write,  although  but  once,  and  has  in  this  mode  acquired 
a  knowledge  of  the  general  character  of  his  handwriting,  is 
competent  to  testify  with  respect  to  its  genuineness.  The  im- 
pression made  upon  the  mind  of  a  witness  who  has  seen  the 
defendant  write  his  name  only  in  a  single  instance,  may  be 
exceedingly  faint  and  imperfect,  but  it  is,  nevertheless,  testi- 
mony, provided  the  witness  can  declare,  as  he  has  done  in  the 
present  case,  that  from  his  knowledge  of  the  character  of  the 
defendant's  handwriting,  thus  acquired,  he  believes  it  to  be 
genuine.  A  witness  who  has  seen  a  party  write,  or  who  has 
corresponded  with  him,  is  qualified  to  speak  with  respect  to  the 
genuineness  of  his  signature.  The  question,  so  far  as  it  relates 
to  the  competency  of  the  witness,  must  depend,  not  upon  the 
quantity  of  his  information,  but  the  source  from  whence  it  is 
derived.  This  evidence,  like  all  evidence  founded  on  proba- 
bility, varies  in  every  conceivable  degree,  from  the  highest  to 
the  lowest  order  of  presumptive  proof.  It  is,  therefore,  a  pro- 
per subject  for  the  consideration  of  a  jury,  who  must  determine 
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what  influence  and  weight  is  to  be  given^  under  all  the  circum- 
Btances  of  the  case,  to  the  opinion  of  a  witness  who  places  his 
belief  upon  a  single  instance. 

It  was  the  observation  of  a  learned  judge,  who  delivered  his 
opinion  in  the  case  of  Doe  vs.  Suckennore,  already  adverted 
to,  ^*  (hat  proof  of  handwriting,  from  the  highest  degree  of 
certainty,  carrying  with  it  perfect  assurance  and  conviction,  to 
the  lowest  degree  of  probability,  may  be  and  is  constantly  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury.  From  continued  and  habitual  inspection 
or  correspondence,  or  both,  carried  on  till  the  trial  itself,  down 
to  a  single  instance,  or  knowledge  twenty  years  old,  may  be 
received."  He  alluded,  he  said,  to  the  case  of  Garrellsvs. 
Alexander.  4  Esp.  Rep.y  37,  where  the  execution  of  a  bail 
bond  was  held  by  Lord  Kenyon,  to  furnish  means  of  know- 
ledge. That  the  authority  of  that  case  was,  indeed,  questioned 
by  Lord  EldoUy  upon  another  point,  because  the  witness  could 
not  go  so  far  as  to  express  any  belief,  but  as  to  the  competency 
of  a  witness  founding  himself  upon  a  single  instance,  we  have 
the  prevailing  and  important  testimony  of  Lord  Eldon^  in 
Eagleton  vs.  Kingston^  8  Ves.y  473. 

This  rule  of  evidence  was  acknowledged  by  Lord  Ellen- 
borough y  in  Powell  vs.  Fordj  2  Stark  Oases,  164.  The  wit- 
ness in  that  case  was  rejected  as  incompetent,  solely  upon  the 
ground  that  he  had  seen  the  party,  whose  signature  was  in  dis- 
pute, write  only  his  surname,  but  not  his  christian  name.  A 
distinction  properly  repudiated  by  Chief  Justice  Abbott^  in 
Lewis  vs.  Sajyio,  I  Moody  and  Malkin^  39.  After  proof  that 
the  surname  was  in  the  handwriting  of  the  party,  the  jury 
might  fairly  conclude,  if  they  believed  it,  that  the  whole  sig- 
nature was  genuine.  It  would,  indeed,  be  an  extravagant  pre- 
sumption to  infer  that  some  counterfeit  hand  had  written  the 
christian  name. 

The  court  were  correct,  we  think,  in  rejecting  the  prayer 
presented  by  the  defendant  in  the  third  exception.  We  under- 
stand the  witness,  J.^B.  Kirk^  introduced  by  the  plaintiff,  for 
the  purpose  of  proving  that  the  defendant's  signature  to  the 
single  bill  was  written  by  him,  as  stating  that  although  from 
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his  knowledge  of  the  general  character  of  the  defendant's  hand- 
writing he  believed  the  signature  of  the  surname  to  be  genuine, 
he  could  not  say  so  as  to  the  christian  name,  and  could  not, 
therefore^  prove  the  whole  signature;  and  assuming  this  to  be 
the  true  construction  of  his  testimony^  it  would  be  admissible, 
if  standing  alone^  as  conducing  to  establish  the  matter  in  con- 
testation upon  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Levns  vs.  Sapio, 
decided  at  Nisi  PHuSy  by  Chief  Justice  Abbott ,  in  1827, 1 
Moody  and  M,y  39,  to  which  we  have  already  referred.  And 
its  admissibility  must  be  considered  as  placed  beyond  all  con- 
troversy, when  it  is  recollected  that  this  proof  was  offered  not 
as  the  sole  evidence  in  the  cause,  but  in  connection  with  the 
testimony  of  George  W.  Morgan^  who  proved,  that,  in  his 
opinion^  the  whole  signature  was  genuine. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellant  has  also  contended,  that  this 
testimony  was  improperly  received,  because  it  was  incumbent 
on  the  plaintiff  to  have  established,  as  a  preliminary  fact,  that 
his  witness  had  acquired  a  knowledge  of  the  handwriting  of 
the  defendant,  by  having  seen  him  write,  or  in  some  other  re- 
cognised and  legitimate  mode,  before  he  was  permitted  to  tes- 
tify^  from  such  knowledge,  to  the  genuineness  of  the  signature. 
But  we  think  that  the  testimony  is  not  now  open  to  this  objec- 
tion. No  such  question  was  raised  at  the  trial  below,  when  the 
court  was  asked  to  reject  the  evidence  ^^as  legally  itisuffwient 
to  support  the  issues  in  the  cause.  ^^  No  attempt  was  made  by 
the  defendant,  in  his  cross-examination  of  (his  witness,  to  ex- 
plore the  sources  of  his  information,  with  respect  to  the  hand- 
writing in  reference  to  which  he  was  called  upon  to  testify; 
and  that  the  witness  possessed  that  kind  of  knowledge  which 
authorised  him  to  speak  of  the  genuineness  of  the  defendant's 
signature,  so  far  as  his  surname  was  concerned,  is  to  be  consi- 
dered as  a  fact^  conceded  both  by  the  nature  of  the  questions 
propounded  to  him,  on  cross-examination,  and  by  the  character 
of  the  prayer  addressed  to  the  court,  for  their  instruction  to  the 
jury.     Whittier  vs.  Gould,  8  WattSy  485. 

There  was  error,  we  think,  in  the  ruling  of  the  court  upon 
the  point  of  evidence  raised  for  their  decision  in  the  fourth  ex- 
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ception.  It  appears  from  ihid  exception,  that  the  plaintiflT  ex- 
hibited to  J.  B,  Kirk,  the  witness  before  produced  by  him,  for 
the  purpose  of  refreshing  his  memory,  a  draft  purporting  to  be 
drawn  by  the  defendant,  in  favor  of  the  witness,  dated  the  20ih 
of  March,  1844,  and  which  the  witness  proved  was  signed  by 
the  defendant,  in  his  presence.  This  course  of  examination 
was  perfectly  legitimate,  and  if  the  witness,  after  having  thus 
re-touched  and  strengthened  his  recollection  of  the  defendant's 
handwriting,  by  inspecting  the  draft,  had  stated  that  he  be- 
lieved the  disputed  signature  to  be  genuine,  as  the  result  of  a 
comparison  between  that  signature  and  the  impression  he  had 
formed  in  bis  mind  as  to  the  general  character  of  the  defen- 
dant's writing,  derived  from  antecedent  knowledge,  no  legal 
exception  could  have  been  taken  to  the  testimony. 

But  this  is  not  the  character  of  the  evidence  resisted  by  the 
appellant,  and  received  by  the  court.  We  are  informed,  by 
the  bill  of  exception,  that  after  the  witness  had  inspected  the 
draft,  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  handed  to  him  the  cause  of 
action  upon  which  the  suit  was  instituted,  and  asked  him  to 
compare  the  two  signatures,  which  the  witness  did ;  that  the 
counsel  then  asked  him  whether,  from  comparing  the  two  sig- 
natures, he  did  not  believe  the  signature  to  the  single  bill  to  be 
genuine?  To  which  the  witness  answered,  that  from  com- 
paring tlie  two  signatures^  he  believed  the  signature  to  the 
single  bill  to  be  genuine.  And  it  is  perfectly  manifest,  looking 
alone  to  the  facts  disclosed  by  this  exception,  that  the  opinion 
expressed  by  the  witness,  with  respect  to  the  genuineness  of  the 
signature  to  the  cause  of  action,  was  not  derived  in  any  degree 
from  his  antecedent  knowledge  of  the  defendant's  autograph, 
but  was  exclusively  founded  upon  the  supposed  similarity  be- 
tween the  single  bill  in  contest,  and  the  draft  of  the  20th  of 
March,  18443  ^®  ^wo  papers  being  placed,  at  that  time,  before 
him  in  juxta-position,  that  he  might  compare  them  in  order  to 
ascertain,  from  inspection,  whether  both  were  written  by  the 
same  person.  This  we  consider  to  be  the  true  construction  of 
the  evidence  contained  in  the  fourth  exception,  and  assuming 
this  construction  to  be  conect,  the  testimony  was  clearly  inad- 
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missible  as  an  attempt  to  prove  the  genuiDeness  of  the  disputed 
signature,  by  the  opinion  of  a  witness  who  founded  his  belief 
upon  a  mere  naked  comparison  of  the  two  papers  submitted 
for  his  examination.  It  appears  from  the  evidence,  as  set  forth 
in  the  exception,  that  the  witness,  in  answer  to  a  question  pro- 
posed to  him  by  the  counsel  of  the  plaintiff,  stated,  that  from 
comparing  the  two  signatures,  he  believed  the  signature  to  the 
single  bill  to  be  genuine^  and  although  the  witness  had  some 
previous  acquaintance  with  the  general  character  of  the  defen- 
dant's writing,  yet  as  the  belief  he  expressed  with  respect  to 
the  genuineness  of  the  signature  to  the  single  bill,  was  not  de- 
rived from  that  antecedent  knowledge,  but  was  founded  upon 
a  supposed  similarity  between  the  two  signatures  before  him, 
he  stood  precisely  in  the  predicament  of  a  witness  who,  without 
ever  having  seen  a  party  write,  is  required  to  testify  to  the  au- 
thenticity of  his  signature  by  a  mere  comparison  of  hands. 
That  evidence  of  this  description  is  not  admissible  for  the  pur- 
pose of  proving  handwriting,  is  a  rule  of  law  now  too  firmly 
established  to  be  disturbed.  Much  has  been  written  and  said 
to  show  that  comparison  of  hands  is,  as  a  mode  of  proof,  better 
calculated  to  elicit  truth,  than  the  belief  of  a  witness,  founded, 
as  it  necessarily  is,  upon  a  comparison  of  the  controverted  sig- 
nature with  some  image  or  impression  which  he  has  received 
into  his  mind,  from  having  observed  a  party  write  more  or  less 
frequently.  Upon  this  ground,  testimony  of  this  character  has 
been  admitted  as  competent  to  establish  handwriting  by  the  ad- 
judications of  some  of  the  American  courts.  This  is  in  con- 
flict with  the  doctrine  of  the  common  law,  as  enunciated  in 
Westminister  hail.  We  consider  it  as  the  settled  rule  of  the 
English  law,  which  in  this  respect  we  approve  and  adopt,  that 
with  the  exception  of  ancient  documents,  an  exception  stand- 
ing upon  the  necessity  of  the  case,  signatures  cannot  be  proved 
by  a  direct  comparison  of  hands.  By  which  it  is  meant  the 
collation  of  two  papers  in  juxta-position,  for  the  purpose  of 
asceitaining,  by  inspection,  if  they  were  written  by  the  same 
person. 
In  the  case  of  Doe  vs.  Suckermore,  it  was  remarked,  by 
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Mr,  Justice  CoUridge:  ^^  That  our  law  has  not^  during  a  long 
course  of  years,  permitted  handwriting  to  be  proved  by  the  im- 
mediate comparison,  by  a  witness,  of  the  paper  in  dispute  with 
some  other  specimen  proved  to  have  been  written  by  the  sup- 
posed writer  of  the  first.  He  said  it  was  familiar  to  lawyers 
that  many  attempts  have  been  made  to  introduce  this  mode  of 
proof  according  to  the  practice  of  the  civil  and  ecclesiastical 
laws,  but  that  after  some  uncertainty  of  decision,  the  attempts 
have  failed."  The  court  were  clearly  right  in  rejecting 
the  prayer  offered  by  the  defendant  in  the  second  exception, 
and  that  exception  has  been  properly  abandoned.  We,  there- 
fore, afSrm  the  opinions  of  the  court  below,  as  expressed  in  the 
first,  second  and  third  exceptions,  and  reverse  the  opinion  ex- 
pressed in  the  fourth  exception. 

JUDGMENT  REVERSED,  AND 

PROCEDENDO  AWARDED. 


Ann  Edblen  vs.  Benkhest  Gough. — Juney  1849. 

Upon  Iho  true  construction  of  the  act  of  1797,  ch.  57,  either  party  maj  ohal. 
lenge  a  juror  for  cause  before  he  is  sworn,  whether  he  has  or  has  not  exer- 
cised his  statutoiy  right  of  striking  four  names  peremptorily  from  the 
panel. 

A  witness  who  haa  seen  the  defendant  write,  though  but  once,  is  competent 
to  speak  with  respect  to  the  genuineness  of  his  signature. 

In  an  action  upon  a  single  bill  which  recited :  **  On  a  settlement  this  day  of 
S^9  two  notes  due  B^  (amounting  to,  &c.,)  I  fall  in  his  debt  $406.46,  which 
sum  I  hereby  promise  and  oblige  myself,  my  heirs,  &c.,  to  pay  to  B,  or  or. 
der,  for  Talue  reeeived,"  to  which  non  *8i  factum  was  pleaded,  the  defen- 
dant cannot  give  in  evidence  that  H  died  some  twenty  years  since,  and  wa« 
not  related  to  the  defendant  in  blood  or  estate*  though  connected  with 
the  opinion  of  a  witness,  familiar  with  the  handwriting  of  the  defendant, 
that  the  signature  to  the  single  bill  was  not  genuine.  Such  OTidence  is 
irrelerant  to  the  issue,  and  would  tend  to  mislead  the  jary. 
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Appeal  from  Saint  Mary^s  county  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  brought  by  the  appellee  against 
the  appellant,  on  the  19lh  of  February,  1845,  upon  her  single 
bill  for  $406.46.  The  plea  was  non  est  factum y  upon  which 
issue  was  joined.  Upon  the  first  trial  of  this  case,  there  was 
an  appeal  taken  by  the  defendant,  which  is  reported  in  5  OiUf 
103.  This  court,  upon  that  appeal,  reversed  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below,  and  awarded  a  procedendo.  At  the  trial  un- 
der this  writ,  there  was  the  same  plea  and  issue;  but  before  any 
juror  was  sworn,  the  defendant  moved  the  court,  as  prelimi- 
nary to  such  swearing,  that  the  several  jurors  should  be  asked 
whether  they  had  formed  and  expressed  an  opinion  upon  the 
merits  of  this  case.  Which  the  court  (Key,  A.  J.,)  refused 
to  do,  the  defendant  having  struck  four  jurors  from  the  full 
panel,  directed  in  such  cases.  To  (his  refusal  the  defendant 
excepted. 

2nd  Exception.  In  the  further  trial,  the  plaintiff  ofifered  to 
prove,  by  William  J.  Edelen,  a  competent  witness,  that  he 
had  seen  the  defendant  write,  and  that  from  his  knowledge 
of  her  handwriting,  he  believed  the  signature  to  the  cause  of 
action  to  be  genuine.  Upon  cross-examination,  witness  stated 
that  he  had  seen  the  defendant  write  her  name  to  a  receipt  on 
a  bond  in  February,  1846,  (which  bond  he  produced;)  tliat 
although  two  other  receipts  had  been  entered  on  the  bond,  he 
had  no  distinct  recollection  of  seeing  the  defendant  sign  her 
name  to  either  That  the  body  of  the  receipts  is  not  in  his 
handwriting,  nor  does  he  know  by  whom  they  were  written. 
That  he  has  an  impression  that  he  has  seen  the  defendant  write 
at  other  times  than  February,  1846;  but  cannot  distinctly  state 
that  he  ever  did  see  her  write,  except  upon  the  occasion  of 
signing  the  aforesaid  receipt.  That  his  belief  of  the  genuine- 
ness of  the  disputed  signature  is  derived  from  this  impression 
of  having  seen  her  write  previous  to  1846,  and  from  the  re- 
semblance between  the  signature  to  the  receipt  given  by  her, 
before  spoken  of,  in  1846,  and  the  disputed  one,  and  from  his 
knowledge  and  recollection  of  her  handwriting,  from  having 
seen  her  sign  her  name  to  said  receipt,  on  which  occasion  he 
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very  particularly  noticed  her  handwriting.  To  which  testi- 
mony,  on  the  whole,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  genuine- 
ness of  the  signature  to  the  cause  of  action^  the  defendant  ob- 
jected; but  the  court  overruled  the  objection,  and  permitted  the 
evidence  to  go  the  jury,  to  be  weighed  by  them.  To  this  de- 
cision the  defendant  excepted. 

3rd  Exception.  The  defendant  then  offered  to  prove,  by 
Benedict  Gotigh^  a  competent  witness,  that  he  is  familiar  with 
the  handwriting  of  the  defendant;  has  seen  her  write  before, 
and,  perhaps,  more  frequently  than  anyone  in  the  county;  has 
been  familiar  with  her  handwriting  for  six  or  seven  years,  and, 
from  his  knowledge  of  her  handwriting,  he  does  not  believe 
the  signature  in  dispute  to  be  genuine.  The  defendant  then 
further  offered  to  prove,  by  the  same  witness,  that  Henry  A. 
Eddeny  whose  name  is  mentioned  in  said  single  bill,  as  the 
party  drawing  and  owing  the  two  notes  stated  therein,  died 
some  twenty  years  since,  and  that  he  was  not  connected  with 
the  said  defendant  in  blood  or  estate,  as  a  circumstance  to  go 
to  the  jury  with  the  testimony  already  given,  under  the  issue 
of  non  est  factum;  but  the  court  refused  to  permit  any  of  the 
testimony  offered  in  relation  to  Henry  A.  Edelen  to  go  to  the 
jury.  The  defendant  excepted,  and  the  verdict  and  judgment 
being  against  her,  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  ai^ued  before  Dorsey,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
Martin  and  Frick,  J. 

By  Pratt,  for  the  appellant,  and 

By  Thos.  S.  Alexander,  for  the  appellee. 

Martin,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

It  appears  from  the  record  in  this  case,  that  at  the  trial  of  the 
cause  below,  the  defendant,  before  any  juror  had  been  sworn, 
and  after  he  had  stricken  four  names  from  the  panel  delivered 
to  him,  moved  the  court  that  the  several  jurors,  before  they 
were  sworn  to  try  the  issue,  should  be  asked  whether  they  had 
formed  and  expressed  an  opinion  as  to  the  merits  of  the  case; 
12        V.8 
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and  the  court  overruled  the  motion^  upon  the  ground  that  the 
defendant  had  previously  stricken  four  names  from  the  panel. 

We  think  the  court  erred  in  overruling  the  motion  of  the 
defendant.  No  objection  was  interposed  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  prayer  of  the  defendant  was  preferred  to  the  court,  upon 
the  supposition  that  the  plainliff  either  had  or  would  exercise 
his  statutory  privilege  of  striking  peremptorily  four  names  from 
the  panel  which  had  been  delivered  to  him.  The  object  of 
the  defendant  was  to  exclude  from  the  list  of  jurors,  after  each 
party  had  stricken  four  names,  those  who  had  foimed  and  ex- 
pressed an  opinion  with  respect  to  the  merits  of  the  case.  This 
was  his  undoubted  privilege,  upon  the  true  construction  of  the 
act  of  Assembly  of  1797,  cb.  57,  as  expounded  by  the  Court 
of  Appeals,  in  the  case  of  Ijce  against  Peter,  6  OiU  4*  John., 
447.  If  one  or  more  of  the  jurors  remaining  on  the  panel, 
after  each  party  had  exercised  his  statutory  right  of  striking 
four  names  from  the  list  of  twenty,  had  been  rejected  as  in- 
competent, their  places  should  have  been  supplied  by  further 
draughts  from  the  ballot-box,  or,  if  necessary,  by  a  tales.  For 
example,  if  six  jurors  had  been  sworn  to  try  the  cause,  and  six 
rejected  for  favor,  or  any  other  legitimate  reason,  ten  more 
jurors  would  have  been  drawn,  and  so  in  proportion,  until  an 
impartial  jury  was  obtained.  We  desire  it  to  be  understood  as 
our  opinion,  that  either  party  may  challenge  a  juror,  for  cause, 
before  he  is  sworn,  whether  he  has  or  has  not  exercised  his 
statutory  right  of  striking  four  names  peremptorily  from  the 
panel. 

It  appears  from  the  facts  exhibited  in  the  second  exception, 
that  the  plaintiff,  to  support  the  issue  joined  by  him  on  the  plea 
of  non  est  factum,  proved  by  a  witness,  that  he  had  seen  the 
defendant  write  her  name  on  one  occasion  in  1846,  and  that 
from  his  knowledge  of  her  handwriting,  he  believed  the  signa- 
ture to  the  cause  of  action  offered  in  evidence  to  be  genuine. 
The  testimony  was  objected  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant, 
as  inadmissible  to  prove  that  the  signature  in  controversy  was 
in  the  defendant's  handwriting.  The  evidence  was  properly 
received  by  the  court.     The  witness  who  had  seen  the  defen- 
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dant  write;  although  but  0Dce>  was  competent  to  speak  with 
respect  to  the  genuioeness  of  the  disputed  signature,  as  the 
opinion  which  he  formed  and  communicated  to  the  jury  was 
formed,  as  he  states  in  his  testimony >  upon  knowledge  of  the 
general  character  of  her  handwriting  thus  acquired.  A  similar 
question  has  been  decided  by  this  court  at  its  present  term,  in 
the  case  of  Smith  vs,  WaUoriy  ante  p.  77. 

The  court  below  were  correct,  we  think,  in  rejecting  the  tes- 
timony offered  by  the  defendant  in  relation  to  Henry  A.  Edelen, 
as  detailed  in  the  third  bill  of  exceptions.  We  find  from  the 
record,  that  when  this  case  was  first  tried  in  the  court  below, 
the  defendant  offered  to  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury  the  ad- 
ministration accounts  of  Henry  A.  Edelen^  showing  a  Settle- 
ment and  overpayment  of  the  debts  before  the  date  of  the 
writing  obligatory,  upon  which  the  suit  was  instituted,  and  that 
he  was  not  related  to  the  defendant  in  blood,  or  connected 
with  her  in  estate,  as  a  circumstance  to  be  weighed  by  the 
jury,  upon  the  issues  in  the  case.  This  evidence  was  rejected 
by  the  county  court,  as  illegal  and  incompetent.  The  decision 
was  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  on  the  former  appeal, 
and  when  considering  the  question  of  its  admissibility,  they 
said:  ^<  It  was,  in  its  nature,  so  remote  and  irrelevant  to  the 
.  matter  in  issue  in  the  cause,  that  its  effect  would  most  probably 
have  been  to  bewilder  and  mislead  the  jury,  and  would  have 
opened  a  door  by  which  the  jury  might  have  been  involved  in 
the  trial  of  a  complication  of  issues^  the  finding  of  which 
would  have  had  no  bearing  on  the  questions  which  the  jury 
were  sworn  to  try."  6  CHUy  108.  The  same  testimony  has 
been  again  offered  in  connection  with  the  opinion  of  a  witness 
who  stated  that  he  was  familiar  with  the  handwriting  of  the 
defendant,  and  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  signature  to  the  paper 
in  controversy  was  not  in  her  handwriting,  and  that  Henry  A, 
Edeletif  who  is  named  in  the  single  bill  on  which  the  suit  is 
brought,  died  some  twenty  years  since.  This  testimony  was, 
we  thing,  properly  rejected,  so  far  as  it  related  to  Henry  A. 
Edelen.  For  it  must  be  obvious,  that  the  objection  to  that 
portion  of  the  evidence  ruled  to  be  inadmissible  on  the  former 


92  CASES  IN  THE  COURT  OF  APPEALS 

Milbam  V9.  Guyther. — 1849. 

appeal^  upon  the  ground  of  its  intrinsic  remoteness  and  irrele- 
vancj;  would  not  be  obviated  by  the  superadded  testimony 
which  it  was  proposed  to  introduce  into  the  cause. 

We  reverse  the  opinion  of  the  county  court^  as  expressed  in 
the  first  exception^  and  aflSrm  their  opinions  in  the  second  and 
third  exceptions. 

JUDGMENT  REVERSED;  AND 

PROCEDENDO  AWARDED. 


John  H.  Milburn  vs.  John  Quyther. — December y  1849. 

» 

To  w&rrant  a  defendant  in  pleading  a  set  off,  or  filiog  an  account  in  bar  to 
an  action  at  law,  hia  claim  mast  bo  of  such  a  nature  that  ho  can  sno  for 
and  recover  it  by  a  suit  in  a  court  of  law.  Legal  claims,  only,  can  form 
sobjects  of  set  off,  or  be  filed  as  accounts  in  bar,  in  such  a  court. 

If  three  or  more  persons,  not  partners  in  trade,  and  not  purchasing  with  part, 
nership  means,  become  the  purchasers  of  a  vessel,  they  are  regarded  in  law 
as  part  owners  thereof,  and  not  as  partners ;  they  hold  the  vessel  as  tenants 
in  common. 

But  it  does  not  thence  follow,  that  upon  the  termination  of  the  joint  owner- 
•hip  by  their  authorised  act,  or  during  its  continuance,  they  can  maintain 
actiona  at  law  against  each  other,  either  for  the  recovery  ^  the  vessel, 
or  their  respective  proportions  of  the  freight ;  or  that  if  one  part  owner,  by 
.  the  consent  and  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  owners,  sells  the  vessel  and  re- 
ceives the  proceeds,  each  of  the  other  part  owners  can  separately  sue  at 
law  for  his  portion  of  the  proceeds  of  sale. 

The  ordinary  remedy  of  part-owners  to  obtain  an  adjustment  of  the  ship's 
account  among  themselves,  is  a  suit  in  equity.  All  the  part  owners  should 
join  as  plaintiffs  for  the  recovery  of  the  freight,  because  all  of  them  are 
partners  with  respect  to  the  concerns  of  the  ship. 

If  part  owners  give  a  joint  suthority  to  an  agent  to  sell  the  entire  ship,  they 
cannot  maintain  separate  actions  against  him  for  their  respective  shares  of 
the  money,  though  each  may  do  so  if  they  separately  authorised  the  agent 
to  sell  their  respective  shares  of  the  ship. 

Joint  debts  cannot  be  set  off  against  separate  debts,  nor  separate  debts  against 
joint  debts,  either  at  law  or  in  equity. 
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With  mpect  to  partios,  as  between  whom  the  right  of  pleading  set  ofis,  or 
filing  accounts  in  bar,  is  allowed,  the  same  rale  which  applies  to  the  sta. 
tates  of  2  and  6,  of  George  the  2ntf,  is  applicable  to  the  7th  section  of  the 
act  of  1785,  ch.  46. 

In  this  ease  the  plaintiff  saed  the  defendant  for  a  separate  debt  between  them. 
Hcld:  that  the  defendant  could  not  set  off  against  this  action  a  claim  for 
his  share  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  and  freight  of  a  ship  of  which  the  plain, 
tiff  and  defendant,  with  others,  were  Joint  owners,  and  which  was  sold  bj 
the  former  with  the  joint  consent  of  all,  and  for  the  benefit  of  all. 

Appeal  from  Saint  Mary^s  county  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsilj  instituted  by  the  appellee 
against  the  appellant^  on  the  18th  of  August,  1845.  The 
pleadings  and  facts  of  the  case  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion 
of  this  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorset^  C.  J.,  Magruder 
and  Frick^  J. 

By  Pratt,  for  the  appellant,  and 

By  Thos.  S.  Alexander,  for  the  appellee. 

Dorse Y,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  plaintiff  below,  in  his  declaration,  sought  to  recover  of 
the  defendant,  on  the  usual  counts  of  general  indebitatus  as- 
sumpsit, money  lent  and  advanced,  and  money  had  and  re- 
ceived. The  defendant  pleaded  non  assumpsit,  and  filed  two 
accounts  in  bar  against  the  plaintiff:  the  one  charging  him  with 
^300,  due  to  him  from  the  plaintiff,  for  the  sixth  part  of  the 
proceeds  of  sale  of  the  schooner  ^^W.  T,  Savin, ^'  sold  in  the 
year  1837,  and  the  other  charging  him  with  $60.07,  one-sixth 
part  of  the  freight  received  as  the  earnings  of  the  schooner. 
To  these  accounts  in  bar,  the  plaintiff  replied  non  assumpsit, 
and  limitations  and  issues  were  joined  thereon.  At  the  trial, 
the  plaintiff  having  proved  his  claim  for  money  had  and  re- 
received,  the  defendant,  to  support  the  issues  joined  on  his  part, 
offered  to  prove  to  the  jury  that,  in  the  year  1837,  the  defen- 
dant and  plaintiff,  and  a  certain  Jos.  C.  Milbaurn  and  George 
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GuytheTy  united  in  the  purchase  of  a  vessel  called  the  <'  W.  T. 
Saviriy^^  and  that  in  1837^  the  said  vessel  was  sold  by  the 
plaintitr^  with  the  consent  and  for  ihe  benefit  of  all  the  part- 
owners^  for  $1^600,  which  was  received  by  the  plaintiff.  The 
defendant  further  offered  to  prove^  by  a  competent  witness,  that 
in  1845,  before  the  institution  of  this  suit,  the  plaintiff  pro- 
duced to  the  defendant  the  two  papers  marked  A  and  B,  now 
exhibited,  purporting  to  show  the  amount  of  freights  received 
by  the  plaintiff,  on  account  of  the  ^^  W,  T.  Savin^^^  and  the 
expenses  incurred  by  him  whilst  running  the  said  vessel  as  cap- 
tain and  agent  of  the  several  partners;  said  papers  A  and  B 
being  produced  to  the  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  setding  with 
him  his  share  of  said  freights.  The  court  having  refused  to 
permit  this  testimony,  or  any  part  of  it,  to  go  to  the  jury,  the 
defendant  excepted,  and  the  correctness  of  such  refusal  forms 
the  subject  for  the  determination  of  this  court,  upon  the  appeal 
now  before  it.  As  showing  that  the  testimony  offered  estab- 
lished the  issues  joined  on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  and  that, 
therefore,  he  has  been  injured  by  the  court's  refusal  to  permit 
it  to  go  to  the  jury,  the  appellant  insists  upon  three  points: 
Ist.  ^^That  by  the  sale  of  the  vessel,  and  the  receipt  of  the 
purchase  money  by  the  plaintiff,  each  owner  became  entitled 
to  receive,  individually  of  the  plaintiff,  his  part  of  the  money 
80  received  by  him,  and  that  the  one-sixth  of  such  amount,  to 
which  the  defendant  was  entitled,  should  have  been  permitted 
by  the  court  to  be  set  off  against  the  plaintiff 's  demand  against 
him."  The  principle  thus  asserted  by  the  appellant  in  the 
first  part  of  this  point,  is  abstractedly  and  literally  true:  "  that 
by  the  sale  of  the  vessel,  and  the  receipt  of  the  money  by  the 
plaintiff,  each  owner  is  entitled  to  receive ,  individually  of  the 
plaintiff,  his  part  of  the  money  so  received  by  him."  And 
with  equal  truth  the  same  may  be  predicated  of  every  equitable 
claim  for  money,  recoverable  only  in  a  court  of  equity,  which 
a  defendant  may  have  against  a  plaintiff.  But  to  warrant  a 
defendant  in  pleading  a  set  off,  or  filing  an  account  in  bar  to  an 
action  at  law,  he  must  not  only  be  entitled  to  receive  the  amount 
due  him  from  the  plaintiff,  but  his  claim  must  be  of  such  a 
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nature  that  he  can  sue  for  and  recover  it  by  a  suit  in  a  court  of 
law.  Legal  claims^  only,  can  form  subjects  of  set  off,  or  be 
filed  as  accounts  in  bar  in  such  a  court.  The  inquiry  thence 
naturally  arises,  is  the  claim  now  preferred  by  the  appellant 
against  the  appellee  such  an  one  as  is  recoverable  in  a  suit  at 
law. 

It  is  not  denied,  that,  as  has  been  uiged  in  the  argument, 
if  three  or  more  persons,  not  partners  in  trade,  and  not  pur- 
chasing with  partnership  names,  become  the  purchasers  of  a 
veasel,  they  are  regarded  in  law  as  part  owners  thereof,  and  not 
as  partners;  that  they  hold  the  vessel  as  tenants  in  common. 
But  it  by  no  means  thence  follows,  that  upon  the  termination 
of  the  joint  ownership,  by  their  authorised  act,  or  during  its 
continuance,  they  can  maintain  actions  at  law  against  each 
other,  either  for  the  recovery  of  the  vessel  or  their  respective 
proportions  of  the  freight  received  by  the  part  owners  in  the 
employment  of  the  vessel;  or  that  if  one  of  the  part  owners, 
by  the  consent  of  all,  and  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  owners, 
sells  the  vessel  and  receives  the  proceeds  of  sale,  as  in  the  case 
before  us,  that  each  of  the  other  part  owners  can  separately 
maintain  an  action  at  law  for  the  proportion  of  the  proceeds  of 
sale  which  he  was  entitled  to  claim  of  the  part  owner  by  whom 
the  sale  was  made.  In  Collier  on  Partnership^  sec.  1220,  it 
is  stated,  that  ^^the  ordinary  remedy  of  part  owners  to  obtain 
an  adjustment  of  the  ship's  account  among  themselves,  is  a 
salt  in  a  court  of  equity."  In  section  1230,  (where  numerous 
authorities  are  referred  to  as  sustaining  the  position,)  it  is  stated, 
that  all  the  part  owners  of  a  ship  should  join  as  plaintiffs  for  the 
recovery  of  freight;  and  the  reason  assigned  for  it  is,  ^^that  all 
of  them  are  partners  with  respect  to  the  concerns  of  the  ship." 
^^And  even  if  part  owners  authorise  their  agent  to  sell  the  en- 
tire ship,  they  cannot,  if  they  gave  him  a  joint  authority,  main- 
tain separate  actions  against  the  agent  for  their  respective  shares 
of  the  money  received  by  him,  on  account  of  such  sale,  though 
each  may  roaintaui  a  separate  action,  if  they  separately  autho- 
rised the  agent  to  sell  their  respective  shares. "  From  the  proof 
offered  and  rejected  in  this  case,  do  such  separate  authority  to 
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sell  can  be  deduced.  la  section  1231^  of  Collier  on  Partner- 
ship y  the  general  rule  is  asserted,  that  part  owners  of  a  ship 
cannot  sue  separately  for  their  respective  portions.  If  they 
must  all  unite  in  a  case  where  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  a  ship 
or  the  freight  are  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  the  necessity 
for  such  union  is  equally  imperative  in  the  case  before  this 
court.  And  as  one  of  the  necessary  plaintiffs  in  the  action 
cannot  unite  in  suing  himself,  who  must  be  the  defendant,  the 
remedy  in  the  case  is  by  a  bill  in  equity,  where  all  the  part 
owners  must  be  before  the  court,  either  as  plaintiffs  or  defen- 
dants. It  cannot  be  pretended  that,  upon  the  testimony  offered, 
there  was  any  such  settlement  of  accounts,  or  balance  struck 
between  the  part  owners,  or  between  the  plaintiff  and  defen- 
dant in  this  appeal,  as  would  warrant  the  jury  in  finding  such 
an  express  or  implied  promise  as  would  entitle  the  former  to 
the  set  off  he  has  claimed  from  the  latter,  as  a  separate  debt 
between  them. 

The  second  point  on  which  the  appellant  has  urged  a  re- 
versal of  the  county  court's  judgment,  is,  '^  that  if  the  plain- 
tiff's indebtedness  to  the  defendant  is  to  be  considered  as  a  joint 
debt  due  from  the  defendant  and  others,  it  should  have  been 
permitted,  so  far  as  it  belonged  to  the  defendant,  to  be  set  off 
against  the  individual  debt  of  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff." 
This  point  assumes  what  this  court,  in  its  remarks  on  the  first 
point,  has  declared  cannot  be  done,  that  the  other  three  part 
owners  can,  at  law,  maintain  a  joint  action  against  the  appel- 
lee. But  suppose  this  assumption  were  granted,  can  the  prin- 
ciple of  law,  asserted  in  this  second  point,  be  then  sustained? 
That  it  cannot,  we  entertain  no  doubt.  In  England^  a  joint 
debt  cannot  be  set  off  against  a  separate  one,  nor  a  separate 
debt  against  a  joint  demand.  If  authorities  be  required  for  so 
familiar  a  principle,  they  may  be  found  in  the  6  Law  Lib., 
16,  and  Collier  on  Partnership,  1334.  In  3  Mason,  US, 
Jackson  vs.  Robinson,  and  2  Sumners  C  C  iJ.,  409,  Howe 
vs.  S/ieppard,  the  broad  doctrine  is  laid  down,  that  ''joint  debts 
cannot  be  set  off  against  separate  debts,  or  separate  debts 
against  joint  debts,  cither  at  law  or  in  equity." 
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The  cases  referred  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant,  where 
courts  of  law  exercising  an  equitable  jurisdiction,  and,  conse- 
quently, modifying  its  favors  or  relief  to  the  varying  and  pecu- 
liar  circumstances  of  every  particular  case  before  them,  are  in- 
applicable to  the  general  principles  of  pleading  by  which  such 
courts  are  governed  in  the  determination  of  questions  arising  on 
pleas  of  set  off,  and  accounts  in  bar.  Nor  can  the  distinction, 
as  applicable  to  this  point,  be  sustained,  which  has  been  at- 
tempted to  be  taken  between  the  act  of  1785,  and  the  statutes 
of  England^  in  relation  to  set  off.  With  respect  to  parties,  as 
between  whom  the  right  of  pleading  set  offs,  or  filing  accounts 
in  bar  is  allowed ,  the  same  rule  which  applies  to  the  statutes  of 
2  and  8  of  George  2ndy  is  applicable  to  the  7th  section  of  the 
act  of  Assembly  of  Maryland,  of  1785,  cb.  46.  The  language 
of  which  section  is,  that  ^Ube  defendant  may  file  an  account 
in  bar,  or  plead  discount  of  any  claim  he  may  have  against 
the  plaintiff;^*  not  such  as  he  and  others  may  have  against 
the  plaintiff,  or  which  he  may  have  against  one  of  several 
plaintiffs. 

The  third  point  of  the  appellant,  which  is,  that  ^Mf  the 
owneis  of  the  vessel  are  to  be  considered  as  partners,  then  it 
will  be  insisted,  that  the  pailnership  terminated  by  the  sale  of 
the  vessel,  (the  only  partnership  property,)  and  that  the  defen- 
dant's one-sixth  of  the  proceeds  of  sale,  and  of  the  freights  re- 
ceived by  the  plaintiff,  should  have  been  permitted  to  be  set  off 
against  the  plaintiff's  claim,"  is  sufiiciently  answered  in  what 
has  been  said  upon  the  appellant's  first  and  second  points.  The 
judgment  of  the  county  court  is  afiirmed. 

JUDGMENT  AFFIRMED. 

13        V.8 
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Sarah  E.  Mitchell's  Lessee  vs.  Henrt  S.  Mitchell. — 

December,  1849. 

\%'here  a  party  includes  in  his  claim  and  pretensions,  the  whole  or  sny  part 
of  a  tract  of  land,  before  he  can  offer  eyidence  of  title  thereto,  the  lines  of 
the  entire  tract  mast  first  be  located  upon  the  plats. 

But  if  he  seeks,  by  the  location  of  particular  boundaries  or  lines  of  an  adja- 
cent tract,  to  elucidate  or  support  the  locations  of  the  lands  he  claims,  or 
locations  he  may  have  made  as  auzilliary  thereto,  he  need  only  locate  such 
particular  boundary  or  lines. 

Where  the  beginning  and  other  boandaries  of  a  tract  are  lost,  so  that  it  k 
insusceptible  of  location  by  the  ordinary  means,  a  boundary  or  boundaries 
thereof  may  be  proved  by  the  location  of  a  junior  survey,  whose  lines  call 
for  such  lost  boundaries  as  the  termini  thereof. 

If  all  the  boundaries  common  to  both  sniyeys  are  lost,  save  one,  which  can 
bo  identified  by  its  being  stated  in  the  junior  survey  as  the  beginming  of  m, 
third  tract,  whose  beginning  can  be  proved,  such  proof,  with  the  certificate 
of  the  junior  survey,  will  establish  it  not  only  as  the  boundary  of  the  third 
tract,  but  as  that  called  for  in  both  the  senior  and  junior  surveys. 

A  tract  A,  calls  for  a  boundary  at  the  terminua  of  its  first  line,  which  is  also 
called  for  as  the  end  of  the  third  line  of  B,  whose  certificate  states  said 
bound  to  be,  also,  the  beginning  of  W.  li  this  boundary,  or  the  place 
where  it  stood,  be  otherwise  incapable  of  proof  as  a  boundary  of  A,  or  of 
B,  it  may  be  established  as  the  boundary  of  both,  by  proving  it  to  be  the 
beginning  of  W. 

At  the  end  of  the  first  line  of  A,  and  of  the  third  line  of  B,  a  boondary  is 
established,  from  which  A's  second  line,  by  its  patent,  runs  196  perekts  to 
a  bounded  tree,  the  actual  mHub  of  which  cannot  be  proved;  but  B's  patent* 
which  is  junior,  runs  its  fourth  line  with  and  binding  on  A's  second  line* 
139  perches,  to  B*s  third  boundary,  *<at  the  end  of  the  second  line  of  A,** 
Hkld  :  that  the  court  should  have  instructed  the  jury,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
that  A's  second  line  terminates  at  the  end  of  136  perches,  as  expressed  ift 
its  patent. 

A  certified  copy  of  a  warrant  from  the  land  office  is  admissible  in  evidence  in 
connection  with  the  certificate,  though  the  name  of  the  register  who  issued 
it,  be  not  appended  to  it. 

Where  a  plaintiff  located  on  the  plots,  for  his  claim  and  pretensions,  all  that 
part  of  a  certain  tract  of  land  **  which  was  in  the  possession  of  F  J  Af ," 
making  uo  reference  as  to  the  time  to  which  such  possession  related,  it  is 
not  competent  for  him  to  prove,  by  witnesses,  that  F  J  ilf  was  in  possession 
of  said  lands  for  several  years  prior  io  his  death, 
A  witness  is  incompetent,  where  it  does  not  appear  by  the  plats  and  explana. 
tions  that  he  had,  upon  the  ground,  pointed  out  to  the  surveyor  the  obiects 
located,  as  to  which  he  is  called  to  testify. 
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A  will  offered  not  as  evidenco  of  location,  but  of  title,  need  not  be  located  on 
the  plots. 

Surveyors,  in  their  explanations,  should  state  what  number  of  degrees  they 
allow  for  variation ;  to  say  that  they  make  the  usual  allowance  for  varia- 
tion is  too  indefinite. 

All  the  lines  of  a  tract  to  which  the  plaintiff  lays  claim,  must  not  only  be 
truly  located  on  the  plots,  but  must  be  actually  surveyed  on  the  ground. 

OrigiDal  locations,  if  not  counter-located  by  the  opposite  party,  are  admitted 
to  be  correct;  but  a  counter-location  of  a  counter.location,  is  a  scriecism  of 
which  we  have  no  example. 

Appeal  from  Charles  county  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  instituted  by  (he  appellant 
for  twenty-one  tracts  of  land  particularly  named  in  the  decla- 
ration. The  appellee,  the  defendant,  being  tenant  in  posses- 
sion, took  defence  on  warrant. 

Upon  the  execution  of  the  warrant  of  resurvey,  the  plaintiff 
located  as  his  claims  and  pretensions,  four  of  the  twenty-one 
tracts, viz:  ''MUcheWs Lot,''  ''Wheeler's Rest,''  ''MUcheWs 
IM  Resurvet/ed,"  and  ''  Wheeler's  Addition."  He  also  lo- 
cated a  parcel  of  land  described  in  the  explanation  of  the  sur- 
veyor as  "  all  that  part  of  "  Wheeler's  Rest "  which  was  in  the 
possession  of  Francis  J.  Mitchell,"  and  also  made  numerous 
locations /or  illustration  of  lines  and  boundaries  which,  in  the 
explanations  of  the  surveyor,  accompanying  the  plots,  are  said 
to  be '^  wholly  lost  and  incapable  of  location."  The  defen- 
dant counter-located  all  the  plaintiff's  locations,  and  made  spe- 
cific locations  of  the  lines  and  boundaries  alleged  to  be  lost  and 
incapable  of  location. 

The  plots  and  accompanying  explanations  are  not  introduced 
into  this  statement,  because  it  is  thought  they  are  sufficiently 
explained  in  the  exceptions  and  opinion. 

1st  Exception.  The  plaintiff  having  offered  in  evidence 
the  plots  and  explanations,  proved  by  the  surveyor  that  the 
patents  for  ''Mitc/ieU's  Lot,"  ''Wheeler's  Addition,"  and 
*' Wheeler's  Rest,"  are  truly  located  on  the  plats,  as  claimed 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  certificate  of  ''MttchelPs  Lot  Re- 
surveyed,'^  is  also  truly  located,  but  that  be  only  ran  by  actual 
survey  the  first  ten  lines  thereof,  and  located  the  remaining 
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lines  by  laying  them  down  on  the  plots  acconling  to  courses  and 
distances^  and  that  the  same  result  would  be  obtained  on  the 
plotS;  and  these  lines  would  be  located  in  the  same  way^  if  he 
had  run  them  by  actual  survey  on  the  ground.  He  also  stated^ 
on  cross-examination,  that  he  never  ran^  by  actual  survey^ 
the  lines  of  ^^MitchelVs  Lo^/*  but  located  the  same  on  the 
plots  by  courses  and  distances.  The  plaintiff  then  read  the 
depositions  of  Samuel  Ward,  now  deceased^  regularly  taken 
on  the  17th  of  June^  1846^  in  a  cause  between  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant^  for  another  tract  of  land,  proving  that  the  point 
A,  where  the  witness  was  sworn^  and  where  stand  a  stone  and 
post,  was  the  beginning  boundary  of  "  Wards  Delight, ^^  and 
also  a  boundary  of  ^^Statdey  Etdarged;^^  and  (hen  proved  by 
the  surveyor,  that  he  was  present  when  said  Ward  was  sworn 
in  that  cause,  and  that  the  point  A  is  the  same  as  that  located 
by  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  as  the  second  boundary  of  ^^ Stan- 
ley Enlarged.^ ^  He  then  read  in  evidence  the  patent  of 
*^ Stanley  Enlarged/^  and  proved  the  location  of  its  second 
and  third  lines  by  course  and  distance,  as  laid  down  upon  the 
plots.  He  then,  further  to  prove  the  beginning  of  "  Ward^s 
Delight  ^^  at  the  point  A,  read  (he  depositions  of  said  Wordy 
taken  on  the  survey  in  this  cause,  in  substance  that  this  point 
has  always  been  reputed  as  the  beginning  of  "  Ward*8  De- 
light y^^  B,Ti6  that  it  has  always  been  the  division  boundary  of 
«'  Ward^s  Delight  ^^  and  ^^Mason^s  Land^^^  as  formerly  held 
by  the  Masons.  The  plaintiff  then,  for  ihe  purpose  of  proving 
the  second  boundary  of  ^^ Stanley  Enlarged  ^^  to  be  identical 
with  the  beginning  of  "  Ward^s  Delight, ^^  and  for  the  purpose 
of  sustaining  the  location  of  the  second  and  third  lines  of 
^^Stanley  Enlarged,^*  and  the  fourth  and  fifth  lines  of  "JWa- 
son^s  Amendment f^'  as  made  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  plots, 
offered  to  read  in  evidence  so  much  of  the  certificate  of  ^^Ma- 
son^s  Amendment  ^^  as  relates  to  its  fourth  and  fifth  lines,  hav- 
ing first  proved  that  the  surveyor,  by  whom  this  certificate  was 
returned,  died  in  1845.  But  the  court  (Mi^GRVDER,  C.  J.,) 
rejected  said  offered  evidence,  and  refused  to  allow  said  certifi- 
cate to  be  read  to  the  jury,  and  the  plaintiff  excepted. 
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2nd  ExcEFnoN.  The  plaintiff  then  offered  in  evidence  the 
aforesaid  certificate,  together  with  a  ceilified  copy  of  the  war- 
rant on  which  the  same  was  founded;  but  the  court  refused  to 
allow  said  certificate  and  warrant  to  be  read  to  the  jury,  and 
the  plaintiff  excepted. 

3rd  Exception.  The  plaintiff  then  proved  by  the  surveyor, 
that  the  point  By  as  located  on  the  plots,  is  the  end  of  the  2nd 
line  of  ^^ Stanley  Enlargedy^^  as  located  from  the  point  A,  ac- 
cording to  its  patent  courses  and  distances;  and  then  offered  to 
read  so  much  of  the  evidence  of  said  Ward,  as  relates  to  the 
point  B,  to  the  effect  that  this  was  the  place  where  a  stone 
formerly  stood,  which  was  a  boundary  of  ^^Mason^s  Land^'*^ 
^^Jenken^s  Landy^^  and  of  a  tract  witness  owns,  called  "i4r- 
/oK7,"  for  the  purpose  of  proving  that  a  stone  formerly  stood  at 
B,  and  that  the  same  was  reputed  a  boundary  of  tlirec  tracls 
of  land;  the  plaintiff  stating  that  he  meant  to  contend  and  in- 
sist that  said  stone  so  referred  to  by  said  Ward,  was  the  third 
boundary  of  ^* Stanley  Enlarged. ' '  But  the  court  rejected  this 
evidence,  and  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

4th  Exception.  The  plaintiff  offered  to  prove,  by  JJ)Ar«  A, 
PyCy  a  witness  sworn  on  the  survey,  that  he  was  present,  and 
saw  the  surveyor  run  the  lines  of  ^^  Wheeler^ s  Rest ^^^  as  lo- 
cated on  the  plots,  and  the  lines  of  fencing  numbered  from  21 
to  26,  referred  to  in  the  explanation?,  and  that  for  several  years 
previous  to  1825,  when  he  died,  Francis  J.  Mitchell  was  in 
possession  of  all  the  laud  included  in  the  lines  of  that  part  of 
"  Wheeler^s  Rest "  which  is  located  on  the  plots  in  the  manner 
stated  and  described  in  the  35th  and  36ih  explanations  of  the 
surveyor;  but  the  court  rejected  this  evidence,  and  the  plaintiff 
excepted. 

DTH  Exception.  To  prove  title  to  ^^MitchelVs  Lot^^  in  the 
plaintiff,  he  offered  to  read  in  evidence  a  duly  certified  copy  of 
the  will  of  the  patentee,  at  the  same  time  staling,  by  his  coun- 
sel, that  he  meant  to  follow  said  offered  evidence  with  further 
proof  to  show  title  in  the  plaintiff,  derived  from  said  patentee; 
but  the  defendant  objected,  because  the  said  will  was  not  lo- 
cated on  the  plots,  and  because  '^MitcheWs  Lot "  was  not  lo- 
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cated;  and  the  court  refused  to  allow  the  will  to  be  read,  and 
the  plaintifi*  excepted. 

6th  Exception.  The  plaintiff  then  offered  to  prove  that 
Francis  J.  Mitchell  was,  in  his  lifetime,  in  possession  of  all  the 
lands  included  within  the  double  locations  of  part  of  <'  Whee- 
ler^ s  Resty^^  as  located  in  the  36th  and  36th  explanations,  and 
died  so  possessed  in  March,  1825,  leaving  a  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, a  duly  authenticated  copy  of  which  be  offered  to  read  in 
evidence,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  that  said  PrandsJ.  Mit- 
chell devised  said  part  of  "  Wheder^s  Rest^^  to  James  D.  Mit- 
chelly  in  fee-simple,  at  the  same  time  stating  that  he  meant  to 
follow  up  said  evidence  by  proof  to  show  that  his  lessor  was  the 
sole  heir  at  law  of  said  Jajnes  D.  Mitchell;  but  the  court  re- 
jected the  evidence,  and  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

7th  Exception.  This  last  exception  was  taken  by  the 
];daintiff  to  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  grant  six  several  prayers 
offered  by  him,  which  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

The  verdict  and  judgment  being  for  the  defendant,  the  plain- 
tiff appealed. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorset,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
Spence,  Martin  and  Frick,  J. 

By  Parran  and  Brent,  for  the  appellant,  and 
By  DiGGES  and  Wm.  Schley,  for  the  appellee. 

■ 

Dorset,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

Before  an  opinion  can  be  formed  as  to  the  correctness  of  the 
court's  rejection  of  testimony,  as  shown  in  the  plaintiff's  first 
bill  of  exceptions,  it  is  necessary  to  ascertain  what  was  the  char- 
acter and  object  of  the  testimony  rejected.  The  plaintiff  hav- 
ing produced  a  duly  authenticated  certificate  of  a  tract  of  land 
called  ^^Mason^s  Amendtitentj^^  (in  support  of  bis  locations 
upon  the  plots,)  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  second  boundary 
of  ^^ Stanley  Enlarged^^  to  be  identical  with  the  beginning  of 
^^  WariTs  Delight ^^^  for  the  purpose  of  sustaining  his  location 
of  the  second  and  third  lines  oi^^ Stanley  Etdarged,^^  and  the 
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fourth  and  fifth  lines  of  ^^Mason^s  Amendment ^^^  "  thereupon 
offered  to  read  in  evidence  so  much  of  the  certificate  of  ^^Ma- 
son^s  Amendment ' '  as  relates  to  its  fourth  and  fifth  lines  as  by 
him  located;"  but  the  court  rejected  the  said  offered  evidence^ 
and  refused  to  allow  the  said  certificate  to  be  read  to  the  jury 
as  evidence  in  the  cause.  In  this  refusal  the  counsel  for  the 
appeUee  insists^  that  the  court  below  were  justified^  because  the 
entire  tract  of  land  csWeA^^Mason^s  Amendmsnt^^  had  not 
been  located  by  the  plaintiff.  If  the  plaintiff  had  included  in 
his  claim  and  pretensions^  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  tract  of 
land  called  ^^Mason^s  Amendmenty*^  and  sought  its  recovery 
as  such  before  he  could  offer  evidence  of  title  thereto^  the  lines 
of  the  entire  tract  must  first  be  located  upon  the  plots.  But  if, 
as  in  the  case  before  us^  he  seeks^  by  the  location  of  particular 
boundaries  or  lines  of  an  adjacent  tract  of  land^  to  elucidate  or 
support  the  locations  of  the  lands  to  which  he  asserts  title^  or 
locations  he  may  have  made  as  auxiliary  thereto^  all  that  he 
need  do  is  to  locate  the  particular  boundary  or  lines  whose  ten- 
dency is  to  sustain  his  other  locations.  As  establishing  the 
principle  relied  on  by  the  appellee^  in  support  of  the  county 
court's  refusal;  no  authority  has  been  refened  to^  and  it  is  be- 
lieved none  can  be  found.  The  principles  which  govern  loca- 
tions upon  {dots,  are  founded  upon  reason,  justice,  expediency, 
and  a  due  regard  to  the  interests  of  suitors;  none  of  which  can 
be  invoked  in  support  of  the  doctrine  now  contended  for  by  the 
appellee.  Its  necessary  result  would  be  uselessly,  inordinately, 
and  without  any  imaginable  beneficisd  object  to  inflame  the 
costs  of  litigation  in  almost  all  cases  where  locations  of  land  on 
plats  are  resorted  to. 

Of  the  materiality  of  the  testimony  refused,  if  received,  there 
surely  cannot  be  a  doubt,  as  it  states  that  the  boundary  at  the 
banning  of  ^^Ward^s  Delight  ^^  is  the  second  boundary  of 
^^Stanley  Enlargedy^^  and  that  the  fourth  line  of  ^^Mason^s 
Amendment ' '  runs  with  and  binds  on  the  second  line  of  ^  ^  Stan- 
ley Enlarged^^  to  its  third  boundary,  at  the  end  of  said  second 
line,  and  that  the  fifth  line  of  ^  ^ Mason* s  AmendmerU^^  runs 
with  and  binds  on  the  third  line  of  ^^  Stanley  Enlarged  ^^  for 
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its  entire  length  of  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  perches.  It 
is  true,  there  is  a  slight  discrepancy  between  the  courses  of  the 
second  and  third  lines  of  ^^ Stanley  Enkargedy*^  and  those  of 
the  fourth  and  fifth  lines  of  ^^Mason^ 8  Amendment ;^^  but  it  is 
apparent^  by  adverting  to  the  dates  of  the  certificates  of  survey 
of  the  two  tracts  of  land,  such  diversity  is  nothing  but  the  re- 
sult of  that  reasonable  and  proper  correction  for  the  variation 
of  the  compass,  as  it  is  ordinarily  called,  which  the  surveyor 
who  located  ^^Mason^s  Amendmentj^^  found  it  necessary  to 
make,  in  order  to  bind  its  fourth  line  on  the  second  line  of 
^^ Stanley  Enlarged y^^  to  its  boundary  at  the  end  thereof,  and 
to  make  the  fifth  line  of  the  former  tract  conform  to  the  true 
original  location  of  the  third  line  of  the  latter  tract.  It  is  also 
true  that  the  fourth  line  of  ^^Mason^s  Amendment^^  calls  to 
run  three  perches  further  than  the  line  on  which  it  binds^  and 
with  which  it  professes  to  terminate,  to  reach  the  third  boun- 
dary at  the  end  of  the  second  line  of  ^'Stanley  Enlarged.^^ 
But  this  incongruity  is  no  ground  for  the  court's  refusal  to  suffer 
the  certificate  of  ^^ Mason* s  Amendment ^^  to  be  read  to  the 
jury  to  sustain  such  locations  as  had  been  made  of  the  boun- 
daries and  lines  thereof.  Nor  did  it  interpose  the  slightest  ob- 
stacle to  the  accomplishment  of  the  designs  contemplated  by 
the  plaintiff  in  making  such  locations  Where  the  beginning 
trce^  and  also  other  boundaries  of  a  tract  of  land  are  lost,  and 
it  is  thereby  rendered  insusceptible  of  location  by  the  ordinary 
means  of  proving  any  of  its  boundaries,  ttt  res  magis  valeat 
quampereatf  that  the  owner  may  not  lose  his  land  for  which 
he  hath  paid^  and  the  State  received,  a  full  equivalent^  the 
court  will  permit  a  boundary  or  the  boundaries  thereof  to  be 
proved  by  the  location  of  a  junior  survey,  the  lines  of  which 
call  for  such  lost  boundaries  as  the  teTTnini  thereof,  by  the 
proof  that  the  objects  csdled  for  are  the  boundaries  of  such 
junior  survey,  or  by  proof  of  the  spots  where  such  boundaries 
stood.  But  if  all  the  boundaries  called  for,  as  common  lo  both 
surveys,  are  lost,  save  one,  which  can  be  identified  by  reason 
of  its  being  stated,  in  the  junior  survey^  as  the  beginning  of  a 
third  tract  of  land,  the  beginning  of  which  can  be  proved, 
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such  proofs  with  the  certificate  of  the  junior  survey,  will  be 
sufficient  to  establish  it,  not  only  as  the  boundary  of  the  third 
tract,  but  as  that  called  for  in  both  the  senior  and  junior  sur- 
veys. To  apply  this  to  the  case  before  us:  ^^  Stanley  Enlarg- 
ed^' calls  for  a  boundary  at  its  beginning,  and  also  at  the  termi- 
nus of  its  first  line,  which  latter  boundary  is  called  for  as  at  the 
end  of  the  third  line  of  ^^ Mason's  Amendmeniy*^  the  certificate 
of  which  states  said  boundary  to  be  also  the  beginning  of 
"  WartPs  Delight.''  If  the  boundary  or  place  where  it  stood 
be  otherwise  wholly  incapable  of  proof  as  a  boundary  of 
^^ Stanley  Enlarged''  or  of  ^^Mason's  Amendment^"  it  may 
be  established  as  the  boundary  called  for  in  both  those  surveys, 
by  proving  it  to  be  the  beginning  of  "  Ward's  Delight." 

The  plaintiflf  having,  by  thus  connecting  the  testimony  of 
Ward  with  the  certificate  of  '^Mason's  Amendment''  obtained 
evidence  which  would  warrant  the  jury  in  finding  it  as  desig- 
nated on  the  plots,  to  be  the  boundary  expressed  in  the  patent 
of  ^^ Stanley  Enlarged^"  as  standing  at  the  end  of  its  first  line, 
how  is  the  end  of  its  second  line,  at  which,  as  declared  in  the 
patent,  stood  a  bounded  oak,  to  be  ascertained  ?  All  proof 
being  unattainable  as  to  the  actual  situs  of  this  tree,  either  as 
a  boundary  of  ^^ Stanley  Enlarged y"  or  ^^ Mason's  Amend- 
ment,"  by  reason  of  the  county  court ^s  properly  rejecting  the 
testimony  of  Ward,  as  offered  in  the  third  bill  of  exceptions, 
for  reasons  which  shall  be  hereafter  assigned,  is  the  end  of  the 
second  line  of  ^^ Stanley  Enlarged^"  to  be  run  with  the  fourth 
line  of  ^^ Mason's  Amendment,"  one  hundred  and  thirty-nine 
perches,  or  is  it  to  terminate  at  the  end  of  one  hundred  and 
thirty-six  perches,  as  expressed  in  the  patent  of  ^^  Stanley  En- 
largedV  At  the  latter  point  it  must  terminate;  the  court,  as 
a  matter  of  law,  should  so  instruct  the  jury.  And  at  that  point 
the  boundary  may,  perhaps,  be  regarded  to  have  stood  until 
the  contrary  is  made  to  appear.  The  adoption  of  this  well 
established  principle  of  law,  strongly  recommends  itself  as  the 
means  by  which  the  greatest  certainty  is  attained  in  making 
such  a  location.  It  can  then  be  made  in  but  one  way.  But, 
if  departing  therefrom,  you,  in  such  case,  adopt  the  course  and 
14        v.8 
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distance  lines  of  other  siinreys  with  caUs  like  the  present,  in- 
capable of  the  ordinary  proof  to  iwtaWish  them;  jon  may  have 
two  or  more  junior  surveys  locating  the  line  and  lost  boundary 
in  different  ways  and  at  different  distances,  leaving  the  jury 
without  any  fixed  rule,  confining  them  to  the  adoption  of  any 
one,  or  either  of  those  locations;  and  thus  that,  which  for  the 
benefit  of  landholders  the  law  has  made  certain,  is  submitted 
to  the  uncontrolled  and  uncertain  finding  of  a  jury.  The 
county  court  erred  in  its  exclusion  of  the  certificate  of  ^'Ma- 
san^s  Amendmeni^^  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  offered, 
from  the  consideration  of  the  jury. 

The  court  below  erred  (for  the  reasons  assigned  in  the  ex- 
amination of  the  first  bill  of  exceptions,)  in  rejecting  the  testi- 
mony offered  in  the  second  bill  of  exceptions.  The  certified 
warrant  from  the  records  of  the  land  office,  was  clearly  admis- 
sible as  evidence  in  connection  with  the  certificate  of  ^^B/bson^s 
Amendment, "^^  with  which  it  was  offered.  The  effort  to  sus- 
tain the  opinion  of  the  county  court,  because  the  copy  of  the 
record  of  the  warrant  under  which  the  certificate  of  survey  of 
^^MaaovCs  Amendment'*^  was  made,  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  signed  by  the  register  of  the  land  office,  is  of  no  avail; 
the  certified  copy  of  the  warrant  being  truly  taken  from  the 
record  book  of  the  land  office,  in  the  recording  of  which  war- 
rants the  names  of  the  registers  issuing  them  are  not  appended. 
Had  it  been  the  original  warrant  of  the  surveyor  which  was 
offered  in  evidence,  it  would  have  presented  a  very  different 
question.  Had  the  plaintiff  located  A  and  B  as  the  boundary 
of  ^^MasotCs  Land,^^  and  the  fourth  and  fifth  lines  of  ^^Ma- 
san^s  Amendment  ^^  as  the  fourth  and  fifth  lines  of  ^^310300*8 
handy'*  and  that  the  boundaries  spoken  of  by  the  witness, 
Wardy  as  boundaries  of  ^^ Mason* s  Landy*  meant  boundaries 
of  ^^Mas(m*8  Amendment,^^  which  was  known  as  ^^Mason^s 
Land;^^  and  had  not  the  county  court  erroneously  rejected  as 
evidence  the  certificate  of  ^^Mason^s  Amendment,^^  it  could 
not  have  been  doubted,  for  a  moment,  that  the  testimony  offered 
in  the  plaintiff's  third  bill  of  exceptions  was  admissible  for  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  offered.    But  such  locations  not  hav- 
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iug  been  made, and  the  certificate  of  ^^Mason^s  Amendment^' 
being  excluded  as  evidence,  there  was  no  location  of  the  plots 
which  could  be  sustained  by  the  rejected  testimony,  or  to  which 
it  could  be  legitimately  applied.  The  county  court,  therefore, 
could  not  err  in  rejecting  it  under  the  circumstances  in  which 
it  was  offered. 

The  fourth  bill  of  exceptions  presents  the  isolated  question, 
whether  John  A.  Pye  was  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the 
facts  to  which  he  was  offered  to  testify?  The  county  court 
decided  that  he  was  not,  and  in  that  decision  we  entirely  con- 
cur, for  several  reasons.  The  first  is,  that  the  plaintiff's  loca- 
tions of  his  claim  and  pretensions,  in  support  of  which  the 
proof  was  offered,  did  not  warrant  the  production  of  such  tes- 
timony. The  proof  rejected  was,  that  Francis  J.  Mitchell, 
for  several  years  previous  to  the  year  1625,  when  he  died,  was 
in  the  possession  of  all  the  land  included  in  the  lines  of  that 
part  of  ^^W/teeler^s  Rest^^  which  is  located  on  the  plots,  in 
the  manner  stated  and  described  in  the  35th  and  36th  explana- 
tions of  the  plaintiff's  locations  The  explanations  referred  to, 
as  stated  by  the  surveyor,  opened  the  door  to  the  admission  of 
no  such  proof.  It  was  stated  therein,  that  the  plaintiff  locates 
for  his  claim  and  pretensions,  all  that  part  of  ^^  Wheeler^ s 
Rest^'*  which  was  in  the  possession  of  Francis  J.  MitclieUy 
beginning,  J&c,  &c.  It  made  no  reference  as  to  the  time  to 
which  such  possession  related.  For  aught  that  appears  in  the 
explanations  by  the  surveyor,  it  might  as  well  have  referred  to 
a  possession  of  Francis  J.  Mitchell,  which  occurred  five,  ten, 
or  twenty  years  before  bis  death,  as  to  one  that  existed  at  the 
time  thereof.  The  object  of  the  locations  in  question,  may 
have  been  to  let  in  the  proof  of  Francis  J.  Mitclieirs  dying 
seized  of  the  land  included  within  them.  But  that  object  does 
not  sufiBciently  appear  in  the  explanations  of  the  surveyor, 
(which  ought  substantially  to  embody  the  plaintiff's  instruc- 
tions on  that  subject,)  and,  therefore,  the  defendant  was  under 
no  obligation  to  counter-locate,  or  disprove  such  dying  seized  of 
FroTicis  J.  Mitchell,  There  was  no  such  issue  presented  by 
the  plots  and  explanations  in  the  cause>  and,  consequently,  no 
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8uch  testimony  was  admissible  before  the  jury.  The  second 
reason  why  the  evidence  offered  should  not  have  been  received 
by  the  court  is^  that  it  did  not  appear  by  the  plots  and  expla- 
nations in  the  case,  that  the  witness  produced  to  be  sworn  on 
the  trial,  had,  upon  the  ground,  pointed  out  to  the  surveyor  the 
possessions  and  objects  located  on  the  plots,  as  to  which  he  was 
called  on  to  testify.  The  defendant,  on  that  account,  having 
no  reason  to  anticipate  his  appearance  as  a  witness  at  the  trial, 
had  no  means  of  excluding  him  as  an  interested  witness,  if  he 
were  so,  by  locating  his  interest  upon  the  plots.  A  third  reason 
is,  that  the  witness  was  offered  to  prove  locations  on  the  plots, 
of  which  the  explanations  do  not  show  that  he  had  any  know- 
ledge, or  the  means  of  obtaining  it.  It  is  true  that  the  witness 
states  he  was  sworn  on  the  survey,  (but  where,  or  for  what 
purpose,  turn  apparety)  and  saw  tlie  surveyor  run  the  lines  of 
''  Wheeler^ s  Rest,^^  as  located  on  the  plots  in  this  cause,  and 
the  lines  of  fencing  numbered  21,  22,  23,  24,  26,  26,  on  the 
plots,  and  referred  to  in  explanations;  but  these  are  facts  which, 
for  the  most  part,  should  appear  on  the  plots  and  explanations, 
and  of  which  the  surveyor  has  knowledge,  and  should  be  per- 
mitted to  speak,  not  the  witness. 

The  county  court  erred,  as  is  shown  in  the  fifth  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, in  refusing  to  permit  the  duly  certified  copy  of  Samuel 
Miichell^s  will  to  go  to  the  jury,  under  the  circumstances  which 
attended  its  offer,  as  evidence.  In  the  motion  for  its  rejection 
by  the  counsel  for*  the  defendant,  two  reasons  were  assigned, 
but  neither  of  them  were  sustainable.  The  first  was,  that  it 
was  not  located  on  the  plots.  No  such  location  was  necessary. 
It  was  offered  not  as  evidence  of  any  location,  but  as  evidence 
of  title.  It  conveyed  all  the  estate  of  the  patentee  in  the  entire 
tract  of  land  to  a  devisee,  under  whom  the  plaintiff  claimed 
title.  That  in  such  a  case,  such  a  title  paper  of  a  party  need 
not  be  located,  it  cannot  at  the  present  day,  be  necessary  to  re- 
fer to  authorities.  The  second  ground  of  objection  was,  be- 
cause ^^illttcAe/Z'^  Z^o^"  is  not  located.  For  this  ground  of 
objection  there  is  no  foundation  in  fact.  It  was  located  as  ap- 
pears by  the  plots  and  explanations  in  the  cause,  which  were 


OF  MARYLAND.  109 


Miicbell's  Lesspo  ««.  MitcheU.—1849. 


in  evidence  to  the  jury,  and  (he  patent  thereof,  without  objec- 
tion had  been  read  to  them  in  support  of  such  location, as  will 
appear  by  referring  to  the  plaintiff's  first  bill  of  exceptions. 

The  county  court  were  warranted  in  rejecting  the  testimony 
offered  in  the  plaintiff's  sixth  bill  of  exceptions,  for  the  first 
reason  hereinbefore  assigned  for  the  rejection  of  the  evidence 
offered  in  the  fourth  bill  of  exceptions. 

The  plaintiff's  seventh  bill  of  exceptions  (after  the  testimony 
bad  been  given  to  the  jury,)  was  taken  to  the  refusal  of  the 
court  below  to  grant  each  and  all  of  six  separate,  distinct  prayers 
of  tlie  plaintiff.  The  first  of  which  was,  '^  that  there  is  com- 
petent evidence  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  of  the  true 
beginning  of  ^^MUeheWs  Lot,^^  as  located  by  the  plaintiff  in 
the  i^ots  and  explanations  in  this  cause." 

The  plaintiff's  instructions  to  the  surveyor,  as  is  shown  by 
his  13th  exjdanation,  state  the  beginning  of  ^^MUcheWs  Lot 
Resurveyed^^  can  only  be  found  by  reversing  its  nine  first  lines 
from  the  letter  B,  marked  on  the  plots  as  the  termination  of  the 
second  line  of  ^^ Stanley  Enlarged,*^  where  its  third  boundary 
is  described  as  having  stood.  For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
whether  this  first  prayer  of  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  been 
granted,  had  all  the  testimony  legally  Admissible,  as  stated  in 
our  comments  on  the  first  bill  of  exceptions,  been  before  the 
jury,  we  necessarily  assume  the  certificate  of  ^^Mason^s  Amend- 
ment^^ as  having  been  before  them.  That  being  assumed,  it 
is  T^arded  as  suflSciently  established  by  proof  to  enable  the 
jury  to  find  that  A  is  the  second  and  B  is  the  third  boundary  of 
*^ Stanley  JEnlarged^^^  or,  which  is  the  same  thing  in  the  pre- 
sent condition  of  that  tract ,  are  the  termini  of  its  firat  and  second 
lines.  Its  patent  called  for  but  three  boundaries;  one  at  the 
bq^ning,  and  the  other  two  respectively  at  the  ends  of  its  first 
and  second  lines.  Its  beginning  is  to  be  found  by  revereing  its 
first  coarse  from  A,  the  number  of  perches  given  it  by  the 
patent.  The  ninth  line  of  -^MitcheWs  Lot  Reeurveyedj^^  is 
deseribed  as  running  to  '^a  stone  fixed  in  the  earth,"  '^a 
boundary  of  a  tract  of  land  called  '  ^  Stanley  Enlarged^ ' '  thence 
with  said  ^^ Stanley  Enlarged^ ^  north  eighty-eight  degrees, 
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tweDty-seven  niioutes^  east  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  per- 
ches." The  call  of  the  ninth  line  of  ^^MUcheWs  Lot  Besur- 
veyedj'*  being  ^^(o  a  boundary  of  ^^ Stanley  Enlargedy*^  and 
its  appearing  that  there  are  three  boundaries  to  that  tract  of 
land,  the  question  necessarily  presents  itself ,  at  which  of  said 
boundaries  does  this  ninth  line  terminate?  All  doubt  upon  the 
subject  will  at  once  vanish  by  a  comparison  of  the  courses  and 
distances  of  the  three  first  lines  of  ^^ Stanley  Enlarged^ ^  with 
the  tenth  line  of  ^^MUcheWs  Lot  Resurveyed.^^  The  boun- 
dary called  for,  cannot  be  either  the  beginning  or  second  boun- 
dary of  ^^Stanley  Enlargedy^^  because  by  thus  locating  the 
ninth  line  of  ^^MitcheWs  Lot  Reaurveyedy*^  in  running  its 
tenth  line,  you  must  either  wholly  disregard  its  imperative  bind- 
ing call,  or  entirely  violate  its  expressed  course  and  distance. 
But,  by  making  thb  ninth  line  to  end  at  the  ninth  boundary  of 
^^ Stanley  Enlarged/^  there  is  a  perfect  identity  both  in  course 
and  distance,  between  the  third  line  of  ^^Stanley  Enlarged,^* 
and  the  tenth  line  of  ^^MUclieWs  Lot  Resurveyed,^^  (the  pro- 
per allowance  for  variation  being  of  course  made^)  and  the 
binding  expression  as  to  the  latter  line  is  gratified  to  the  letter. 
There  cannot,  then,  be  a  rational  doubt  as  to  the  boundary 
called  for  as  the  terminus  of  the  ninth  line  of  ^^MitckeWs  Lot 
Resurveyedy^^  and  by  the  reversal  of  the  nine  first  lines  of  this 
survey  from  the  letter  B,  the  surveyor  tells  us  he  has  found  its 
beginning  at  the  point  marked  on  the  plots  at  the  letter  D.  In 
thus  proving  the  beginning  of  ^^MichcWs  Lot  Resurveyedy*^ 
the  beginning  of  ^^MitcheWs  Lot^^  is  also  established;  the 
former  tract  being  a  resurvey  upon  the  latter,  and  calling  to  be- 
gin at  its  beginning.  It  is  manifest,  then,  that  it  would  have 
been  ^^  competent  evidence  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  of 
the  true  beginning  of  ^^MitcheWs  ix>/,"  as  located  by  the 
plaintifi*  in  the  plots  and  explanations  in  this  cause,"  upon  the 
hypothesis  assumed  as  to  the  survey,  locations  and  testimony 
before  the  jury.  The  beginning  of  ^'MiteheWs  Lot^^  being 
ascertained,  it  could  be  easily  located,  having  none  but  course 
and  distance  lines  from  its  beginning. 


OK  MARYLAND.  HI 


MitchelPs  Leasee  V8.  Mitchell. — 1849. 


The  plaintiff's  second  prayer  was,  ^'that  it  is  competent  for 
the  jury,  upon  the  evidence  aforesaid,  to  find  the  second  boun- 
dary of  *^ Stanley  Enlarged^^  to  be  at  A,  the  termination  of  its 
second  line  to  be  at  B,  as  located  by  the  plaintiff."  After  the 
views  expressed  in  the  preceding  part  of  this  opinion ,  upon  the 
hypothesis  assumed  as  to  the  testimony  and  locations  in  the 
cause,  the  propriety  of  granting  this  prayer  cannot  be  the  sub- 
ject of  a  momentary  doubt. 

And,  upon  the  same  assumption,  it  is  equally  manifest  that 
the  plaintiff's  third  prayer  ought  to  have  been  granted,  which 
was,  '^  that  if  the  jury  shall  find  that  the  stone  which  is  called 
for  at  the  end  of  the  ninth  line  of  ^^MUcheWs  Lot  Resttr- 
veyed,"  stood  at  the  end  of  the  second  line  of  ^^ Stanley  En- 
larged,'^ and  that  said  second  line  terminated  at  B,  then  it  is 
competent  for  the  jury  to  find  the  lost  beginning  of  the  certifi- 
cate of  ^^MiteheJTs  Lot  Resurveyed,^^  by  reversing  the  nine 
first  courses  thereof,  according  to  their  patent,  courses  and  dis- 
tances from  the  termination  of  said  second  line  of  *^ Stanley 
Enlargedy^^  as  located  by  the  plaintiff  at  B."  If  the  jury 
should  find  the  facts  made  the  basis  of  this  prayer,  not  only 
were  they  competent  to  find  as  stated  in  the  prayer,  but  if  ap- 
plied to  for  that  purpose^  it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  to  have 
instructed  the  jury,  that  they  were  bound  to  find  the  beginning 
of  ^^JMRtchelCs  Lot  Resurveyedy^^  at  the  point  where  the  said 
nine  reversed  lines  terminated. 

The  fourth  prayer  was,  *^  that  if  the  jury  shall  find  the  be- 
ginning of  ^^MitcheWs  Lot  Resurveyed  "  to  be  at  D,  as  claimed 
by  the  plaintiflT,  then  it  is  competent  for  the  jury  to  find  the 
same  place  to  be  the  beginning  of  ^^MUcheWs  Loty  The 
finding  of  this  prayer  upon  the  assumption  stated  in  the  first 
bill  of  exceptions,  could  not  form  a  subject  for  controversy,  as 
^^MUcheWs  Lot  Resurveyed y^^  by  its  certificate,  explicitly  de- 
clares its  beginning  to  be  ''at  a  bounded  white  oak,"  the  origi- 
nal beginning  of  ^^MUehelVs  Lot.*' 

The  fifth  prayer  of  the  plaintiff  is, ''  that  if  the  jury  find  the 
banning  of  ^'Mitchell's  Lot"  to  be  at  D,  as  located  by  the 
plaintiflT^  then  it  is  competent  for  the  jury  to  reverse  from  said 


112  CASES  IN  THE  COUllT  OF  APPEALS 

Mitchell's  Lessee  V9.  Mitchell. — 1849. 


D  the  four  first  lines  of  ^^Wheeler^s  Additumy^^  accordiog  to 
their  patent  courses  and  distances^  to  find  the  lost  beginning  of 
^^Wheeler^s  Addiiion,^^  Upon  the  assumption  hereinbefore 
mentioned^  it  is  apparent  that  this  prayer  ought  to  have  been 
granted^  if  we  refer  to  the  patent  of  ^^MUchelVs  Lot^'*^  which 
describes  its  beginning  to  be  ^^a  bounded  white  oak^  standing 
in  a  bottom  at  the  end  of  the  south-south-east  sixty  perches 
line  of  the  said  "  W/teeler^s  Addition,^^  which  said  line,  by 
reference  to  the  patent  of  "  Wheeler^ s  Additicti,^^  is  shown  to 
be  the  fourth  line  thereof,  and  professes  to  run  ^^  south-south- 
east sixty  perches  to  a  bounded  white  oak." 

When  speaking  of  finding  boundaries  by  running  or  revers- 
ing lines  according  to  their  courses  and  distances,  it  is  not  meant 
that  they  are  to  be  run  according  to  such  courses  as  are  now 
shown  by  the  point  of  the  needle,  but  that  the  lines  are  to  be 
run  with  such  allowance  for  variation  as,  according  to  the  tes- 
timony before  them  on  the  subject,  the  jury  shall  believe  will 
best  conform  to  the  true  original  locations  thereof.  The  in- 
structions of  the  party,  or  rather  the  explanations  of  the  sur- 
veyor, should  show  with  what  number  of  degrees  of  allowance 
for  variation  the  lines  of  the  several  tracts  were  run,  there  be- 
ing no  known  boundaries  to  control  either  the  course  or  the 
distance.  To  say  that  they  were  run  with  the  usual  allowance 
for  variation,  is  too  indefinite,  it  does  not  give  to  the  opposite 
party  the  notice  to  which  he  is  entitled.  But,  it  not  plainly 
appearing  that  any  such  point  was  raised  or  decided  in  the 
court  below,  no  such  question  can  have  any  influence  upon 
this  court's  opinion  on  the  appeal  now  before  it. 

As  a  ground  on  which  the  opinions  of  the  court  below  should 
be  sustained,  it  has  been  uiged  that,  as  is  shown  by  the  testi- 
mony of  the  surveyor,  the  ten  first  lines  only,  of  "  MUcheU^s  Lot 
Resurveyedy^'  were  actually  run  upon  the  survey;  but  that  the 
residue  of  its  lines  were  simply  located  upon  the  plots  accord- 
ing to  their  courses  and  distances,  and  that  the  same  result 
would  appear  upon  the  plots  by  such  a  location,  as  if  their 
location  had  been  transferred  to  the  plots  after  his  actual  nm- 
ning  of  the  same^  under  the  warrant  of  resurvey  issued  in  this 
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cause.  ^^MUcheWs  Lot  Resurveyed^^  being  a  part  of  the 
claim  and  pretensions  of  the  plaintiff,  all  its  lines  ought  not 
only  to  be  truly  located  upon -the  plots,  but  they  ought  to  have 
been  actually  surveyed  under  the  warrant,  that  the  defendant 
raay  see,  upon  the  ground,  the  extent  of  the  complainant's 
claim,  and  be,  by  reason  thereof,  the  better  enabled  to  make 
his  arrangements  to  defend  himself  against  it.  The  mere  lo- 
cation upon  the  plots  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  communicates 
to  the  defendant  little  or  nothing  of  that  information  which 
ought  to  be  given  him  before  he  can  be  called  on  to  assert  his 
rights.  By  the  mere  inspection  of  the  plots,  he  cannot  be  pre- 
sumed to  know  what  portion,  or  whetlier  any  of  his  land  is 
sought  to  be  wrested  from  him.  He  can  only  be  assumed  to 
possess  such  knowledge  where  there  has  been  an  actual  survey 
of  the  plaintiff's  lands  in  his  presence,  or  where  he  has  a  right 
to  be  present,  that  are  to  be  the  subject  of  controversy  in  the 
cause.  But  none  of  the  prayers  or  bills  of  exceptions  in  this 
cause  raise  any  such  question.  The  correctness  of  the  location 
of  the  first  ten  lines,  only,  of  ^^MUchell^s  Lot  Resurveyedy*^ 
are  brought  up  in  review  before  this  court,  and  they,  as  a  loca- 
tion for  illustration,  it  is  shown,  were  extended  to  the  plots  af- 
ter an  actual  survey. 

Another  and  yet  more  formidable  obstacle  to  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  recover,  if  maintainable,  has  been  insisted  on  in  behalf 
of  the  defendants,  viz:  that  all  the  locations  made  by  the  de- 
fendant, of  the  various  tracts  of  land  and  boundaries  which  the 
plaintiff,  by  his  previous  locations,  or,  perhaps,  rather  his  in- 
structions to  the  surveyor,  which  have  been  set  forth  in  the  ex- 
planations, as  well  for  the  information  of  the  defendant  as 
others,  are  admitted  to  be  true,  by  reason  of  their  not  being 
subsequently  counter-located  by  the  plaintiff.  If  this  admis- 
sion can  be  fairly  deduced  from  the  plots  and  explanations  of 
the  surveyor,  then,  indeed,  are  most,  if  not  all  of  the  locations 
made  by  the  plaintiff  falsified  and  disproved,  because  locations 
of  the  various  tracts  of  land,  made  either  for  illustration  or  as 
showing  title,  do  not  conform  to  the  calls  and  expressions  in 
the  several  grants  for  such  tracts  of  land  as  located  by  the  de- 
15        V.8 
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fendant,  and  which^  as  is  alleged^  the  plaiatiff  admits  to  be 
true.  The  object  of  a  party  in  tnaking  original  locations^ 
either  for  iUustration  or  as  showing  title^  is^  that  he  may  prove 
them,  if  necessary,  for  the  establishment  of  bis  claim  and  pre- 
tensions. And  if  such  locations  are  not  counter-located  bv  the 
opposite  party,  their  correctness  is  admitted.  Counter-locations 
are  made  for  different  purposes,  sometimes  with  a  view  to  their 
being  sustained  by  proof  on  the  trial,  but  very  frequently  as 
the  mere  negation  of  an  admission,  a  notification  to  the  oppo- 
site party  that  these  locations  are  not  admitted,  and  that  at  the 
trial  he  must  be  prepared  to  prove  them.  The  locations  maile 
by  the  plaintiff  on  the  plots  and  explanations  in  this  cause,  in 
respect  to  the  lost  boundaries  and  tracts  of  land  called  for,  and 
incapable  of  location,  by  reason  of  their  boundaries  being  lost, 
were  all  that,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  defen- 
dant had  a  right  to  require  as  the  basis  of  his  counter-locations; 
and  the  plaintiff  was  under  no  obligation  to  counter-locate  such 
counter-locations  of  the  defendant,  to  repel  the  inference  of 
the  admission  of  the  truth  of  their  location.  A  counter-loca- 
tion of  a  counter-location  would  be  a  solecism  for  which  we 
have  no  example.  What,  then,  is  the  character  of  the  loca- 
tions of  the  defendant  in  this  cause,  which  are  said  to  be  ad- 
mitted, because  not  counter-located?  The  defendant  himself, 
who  must  be  supposed  to  understand  their  nature  and  design 
in  tlie  explanations  of  the  surveyor,  which  are  but  an  echo  of 
the  defendant's  instructions,  calls  them  throughout,  not  the  lo- 
ccUionSy  but  the  counter-locations  of  the  defendant.  But  let 
him  have  called  them  what  he  may,  no  other  counter-location 
of  them  could  be  required  of  the  plaintiff  than  he  has  already 
made.  As  parts  of  his  original  locations,  he  has,  through  the 
surveyor's  explanations,  a  priori,  given  notice  to  the  defen- 
dant, that  the  boundaries  and  tracts  of  land  subsequently  lo- 
cated by  him  are  lost,  and  are  wholly  insusceptible  of  location. 
Is  not  this  substantially  as  full  a  denial  in  advance  of  any  lo- 
cations the  defendant  may  make,  and  as  distinct  a  notification 
that  should  he  make  such  locations,  he  must  come  prepared  to 
prove  them,  as  any  counter-locations  thereof  that  could  be 
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made  by  the  plaintiflf?  Besides,  the  statements  thus  made  by 
the  plaintiflT,  must  be  regarded  as  true  until  the  contrary  is 
shown.  Would  it  not,  then,  under  the  circumstances  in  this 
case,  be  regarded  as  preposterous  in  the  extreme,  to  require  the 
plaintiff  to  make,  as  true  locations,  what  we  know  he  cannot 
possibly  make,  or  to  make  mere  fanciful  locations  to  notify  the 
defendant  of  what  he  has  already  been  fully  informed  ?  Might 
it  not,  also,  with  some  plausibility,  be  contended,  that  if  the 
plaintiff  does  make  locations  of  those  lost  boundaries  and  tracts 
of  land,  that  all  his  other  locations  must  be  made  to  conform 
thereto,  and  thus  the  difficulties  interposed  to  the  recovery  of 
his  just  rights,  would  be  quadrupled,  if  not  rendered  wholly 
insurmountable.  The  introduction  of  such  a  doctrine  into  the 
ejectment  law  of  Marylandy  is  utterly  inconsistent  with  those 
sound  principles  of  reason,  justice,  economy  and  expediency, 
which  lie  at  its  foundation. 

The  county  court  having  excluded  from  the  jury  the  certifi- 
cate of  " 3fa5an'«  Amendment ^^^  and  the  plaintiff  not  having 
made  the  locations  specified  in  the  commencement  of  our  re- 
marks upon  the  third  bill  of  exceptions,  it  follows  that  there 
id  no  error  in  the  ruling  of  that  court  in  the  third,  fourth,  sixth 
and  seventh  bills  of  exceptions  taken  by  the  plaintiff.  Con- 
curring with  the  county  court  in  its  decisions  as  stated  in  the 
thirds  fourth,  sixth  and  seventh  bills  of  exceptions,  but  dissent- 
ing from  those  decisions  as  appearing  in  the  first,  second  and 
fifth  bills  of  exceptions,  its  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and 
a  procedendo  awarded. 

JUDGMENT  REVERSED,  i\ND 

PROCEDENDO  AWARDED. 
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B.  T.  Neale  vs.  The  Vestrt  of  St.  Paul's  Chubch. — 

December,  1849. 

The  act  of  1802,  eh.  Ill,  aathorising  the  incorporation  of  churchea,  ia  not 
lo  be  restricted  to  indiTidaaJ  churehea  or  aocietiea  singly;  but  two  different 
denominationa  may  unite  and  form  one  aociety  or  congregation  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act. 

Appeal  from  Washington  county  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  by  the  appellant  against 
the  appellees^  who  are  styled  in  the  declaration^  '<  The  Vestry 
of  the  German  United  Evangelic  Lutheran^  and  Evangelic 
Reformed  CongregiUionSy  Saint  PauVs  Churchy  on  the  west 
side  of  Conococheagtte  Creek y*^  in  said  county^  The  defen- 
dants appeared^  and  pleaded  non  assumpsit y  upon  which  issue 
was  joined. 

At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff,  to  sustain  the  issue  on  his  part,  of- 
fered in  evidence  the  paper  recited  in  the  opinion  of  this  court, 
to  which  the  defendants  objected,  as  inadmissible  in  evidence, 
and  this  objection  the  court  (Martin,  C.  J.,  Buchanan  and 
Marshall,  J.,)  sustained.  The  plaintiff  excepted,  and  ap- 
pealed to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorset,  C.  J.,  Magruder 
and  Frick,  J. 

By  John  Thompson  Mason,  for  the  appellant,  and 
By  George  Schlet,  for  the  appellees. 

Frick,  J.,  delivered  the  opnion  of  this  court. 

The  plaintiff,  to  sustain  this  action  in  the  court  below  against 
the  defendants,  as  a  corporation,  produced  a  paper  purporting 
to  be  executed  according  to  the  act  of  1802,  ch.  Ill,  and  in 
due  time  recorded,  which  recites  that — 

'<  At  the  request  of  the  '<  German  United  Lutherany  and 
Evangelic  Reformed  Congregations  of  St.  Paulas  Church.^ ^ 
&c.,  the  following  regulations  were  recorded  the  18tb  of  Janu- 
ary, 1806: 
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^'We^lhe  members  of  the  ^^  German  United  Evangelic 
L/utheran^  and  Evangelic  Reformed  Congregations  of  Si. 
Paulas  Churchy*^  have,  agreeably  to  an  act  of  the  General  As- 
sembly of  this  State,  passed  at  a  session  in  1802,  entitled,  an 
act  to  incorporate  certain  persons  in  every  christian  church  or 
congregation  in  ihis  State,  convened  together  this  21st  of  Octo- 
ber, 1805,  to  form  a  plan,  and  adopt  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  are  indispensably  necessary  for  conducting  and  managing 
our  temporalities,  agreeably  to  such  act  of  Assembly,  and  unani- 
mously agreed  as  follows: 

'^  1st.  All  those  persons  shall  be  considered  as  regular  mem- 
bers of  these  united  congregations,  who  are  at  least  twenty-one 
years  of  age,"  &c.  The  articles  of  association  then  go  on  to 
provide,  that  as  each  is  to  be  attended  by  diflerent  ministers  of 
the  two  aforesaid  persuasions,  both  such  ministers,  for  the  time 
being,  are  to  be  considered  members  of  the  corporation;  and 
that  the  election  of  such  ministers,  and  all  matters  relating  to 
the  princijJes  of  either  religion,  must  be  left  to  each  congr^;a- 
tion  separately.  That  the  trustees  shall  consist  of  the  duly 
elected  ministers,  or  minister y  if  but  onCy  for  the  time  being, 
and  ten  other  members,  (five  out  of  each  congregation.)  And 
by  the  lOth  article:  ^^  This  corporation^  and  their  successors  in 
office,  forever,  shall  be  vested  with  all  the  powera  and  authori- 
ties vested  in  them  by  the  aforesaid  act  of  Assembly,  as  a  body 
politic  or  corporate y  and  shall  provide  for  the  management  and 
preservation  of  all  the  property,  buildings,  implements,  cash, 
&c.,  and  apply  them  for  the  benefit  of  these  united  congrega- 
tions, and  provide  for  the  support  of  the  church,  and  the  laborers 
therein." 

To  the  admissibility  of  this  paper  in  evidence,  the  defendants 
objected,  and  the  objection  being  sustained  by  the  court,  the 
plaintifi*  excepted,  and  has  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  ground  of  the  objection  here  taken  is,  that  the  provi- 
sions of  this  act  of  1802,  refer  to  each  individual,  particular 
church,  society  or  congregation  singly,  and  not  to  two  or  more 
associated  together,  with  a  view  to  the  privileges  conferred  by 
it.     We  cannot  consent  to  give  to  the  act  this  restricted  con- 
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struction.  The  design  of  the  Legislature  manifestly  was,  to 
secure  to  every  christian  association,  by  their  own  action  on  the 
subject,  the  rights  and  privileges  which,  prior  to  the  act,  it  was 
usual  to  acquire  by  the  separate  action  of  the  Legislature  upon 
each  case,  as  presented  to  them.  It  was  intended  to  promote 
the  cause  of  religion,  by  conferring  on  ^^  religious  societies 
equal  rights  and  privileges  in  all  things  concerning  the  tempo- 
ralities and  government  of  their  churches,  congregations  and 
societies,  and  without  disturbing  private  opinions,  or  affecting 
the  right  of  judgment  in  matters  of  religion,  to  make  provision 
for  their  several  exigencies  in  affairs  of  a  temporal  or  civil  na- 
ture;  as  far  as  difference  of  circumstances  would  admit." 
Such  is  the  tenor  of  the  whole  preamble  to  the  act,  confining 
the  intended  privilege  to  associations  christian  in  their  profession 
of  faith,  but  under  that  designation  extended  to  ^^  every  churchy 
society  or  congregation.^^  And  such  are  tlie  terms  of  the  en- 
acting clause  of  the  act.  It  certainly  cannot  be  intended  to 
erect  a  barrier  between  different  denominations  of  christians, 
and  prevent  their  union  on  common  ground,  at  least  with  re- 
gard to  the  temporalities  and  secular  administration  of  their 
property.  Yet  such  would  be  the  necessary  result  of  the  re- 
stricted construction  contended  for  by  the  appellees,  at  the  same 
time,  that  such  an  overture  of  harmony  and  mutual  forbear- 
ance, uniting  parties  in  one  common  purpose  of  religion,  would 
rather  promote  than  contravene  the  spirit  of  the  act. 

Here  it  is  objected  that  two  societies  united  for  the  purposes 
contemplated.  Does  not  the  very  act  of  union  constitute  them 
one9  Not  that  they  have  united  in  doctrine;  that  they  ex- 
pressly reserve.  But  united  certainly  in  name  and  designation, 
^*  a  chttreh;^^  as  one  corporation  with  respect  to  the  property 
owned  and  possessed  by  them,  and  the  mutual  enjoyment  and 
dedication  of  it  in  common  for  religious  purposes. 

And,  upon  their  face,  these  articles  of  association  purport  to 
be  one  act  of  incorporation,  under  the  united  names  and  desig- 
nation of  the  parties.  They  are  constituted  ^'  one  body  po- 
litic," "society,"  or  "corporation,"  with  one  "body  of  trus- 
tees," within  the  number  prescribed  by  the  act,  for  the  pur< 
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poses  expressly  stated  in  the  act^  to  manage  the  temporalities 
of  the  corporation.  And'so  constituted^  the  act  did  not  design 
to  enquire,  whether  such  association  and  union  was  made  of 
conflicting  and  discordant  materials,  or  to  prescribe  that  every 
denomination  of  christians  should  be  confined  within  its  own 
limitations  of  doctrine.  The  privilege  of  the  act  is  offered  to 
ally  by  including  every  christian  church.  And  it  can  be  no 
objection  that  two  or  more  unite  to  constitute  one  society  or  con- 
gregation, though  differing  in  principles  of  discipline  or  doc- 
trine which  each  may  reserve  to  itself.  That  every  christian 
church  may  assert  the  privilege,  does  not  necessarily  imply  that 
two  may  not  unite;  especially  if  such  union  is  designed  and 
expressed  to  constitute  them  one,  for  all  the  ends  contemplated 
by  the  act,  as  heretofore  recited  from  the  preamble. 

These  parties  style  themselves,  throughout,  a  corporation; 
and  all  the  provisions  under  which  they  have"  united,  as  ex- 
pressed in  their  articles  of  association,  are  clearly  within  the 
operation  and  meaning  of  the  act.  It  is  impossible  that  the 
act  could  contemplate  that  any  one  society  or  congregation 
might  act  singly  in  the  premises,  but  that  if  two  unite  for  the 
same  purpose,  the  application  must  be  addressed  to  the  Legis- 
lature to  sanction  such  union,  provided  the  object  of  such  union 
and  incorporation  into  one,  be  otherwise  within  the  spirit  of  the 
act. 

There  is,  then,  no  such  incompatibility  as  to  render  this 
union  repugnant  to  the  act.  It  may  result  from  the  connec- 
tion of  the  parties  that  the  whole  may  be  made  responsible  for 
the  debts  or  contracts  of  one  party,  within  the  terms  of  their 
association.  But  this  is  no  more  than  a  necessary  consequence 
resulting  from  their  own  compact  together.  Constituting  them- 
selves one  corporation,  renders  the  joint  property  liable  for  the 
legal  obligations  contracted  by  them.  It  is  their  own  act,  and 
the  legal  consequences  that  result  from  it,  they  are  not  now  at 
liberty  to  deny  or  evade. 

To  permit  them  now  to  stultify  themselves,  (even  if  the 
question  were  doubtful,)  would  be  gross  injustice  to  innocent 
creditors  with  whom  they  have  contracted.     They  have  pre- 
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sented  themselves  before  the  community,  for  a  period  over  forty 
years,  as  a  corporation  exercising,  and  competent  to  exercise 
corporate  functions.  Through  all  this  period  they  have  claimed 
to  enjoy  the  benefits  and  privileges  of  their  association.  They 
have  adopted  and  used,  throughout,  their  corporate  style  of 
union  before  the  world,  in  the  administration  of  their  religious 
and  secular  concerns.  They  have,  moreover,  answered  to  that 
name,  and  under  it  have  pleaded  to  the  present  action.  It  is 
too  late  now,  when  called  upon  to  maintain  the  fidelity  of  their 
contracts,  to  sever  their  union,  and  renounce  the  character  in 
which  they  assumed  them,  and  in  which  they  still  stand,  at 
least  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  present  action. 

JUDGMENT  REVERSED,  AND 

PROCEDENDO  AWARDED. 


Perry  Shanks  vs.  John  T.  Dent,  Executor  of  Ellen 

T.  Allstan. — December^  1849. 

Afler  parol  evidenco  of  the  -contents,  date,  &c.,  of  a  draft  had  been  given, 
without  objection,  by  one  witness,  and  a  second  witness  had  also  testified  in 
regard  to  the  same  paper,  it  is  too  late  to  object  that  such  evidenco  is  illegal 
testimony,  because  the  draft  itself,  which  was  in  possession  of  the  party  in 
court,  but  not  exhibited  in  evidence,  was  the  best  proof  of  these  facts. 

It  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  sustain  the  count  for  money  had  and  received, 
to  show  that  money,  in  fact,  has  been  loaned.  In  this  case,  the  loan  to  the 
defendant  of  a  bond  executed  by  third  parties  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  was 
held  sufficient  to  support  this  count. 

Appeal  from  Saint  Mary^s  county  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  by  the  appellee,  as 
executor  of  EUen  T.  Allstan,  against  the  appellant,  on  the  3rd 
of  July,  1847.  The  declaration  contains  counts  for  goods, 
wares,  &c.,  sold  and  delivered,  money  laid  out  and  expended, 
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money  lent  and  advanced,  money  bad  and  received,  and  an 
account  stated.    The  plea  waa  non  aaaumpsii. 

The  plaintiff,  to  support  the  issue  on  this  plea,  proved,  by 
TViomas  Maddpxy  that  defendant  can^e  to  witness,  some  time 
in  the  year  1846,  with  the  bond  of  /.  Blackisione  and  J.  L. 
Albion,  payable  to  the  order  of  plaintiff's  testatrix,  and  by  her 
endofsed,  dated  26th  of  August,  1844,  and  asked  witness  to 
advance  the  money  on  said  bond  to  him,  and  stated  to  witness 
that  the  plaintiff 's  testatrix  had  loaned  him,  defendant,  said 
bond,  for  the  amount  of  which  he  had  given,  or  was  to  give 
said  testatrix  his  bond.  That  witness  gave  to  said  defendant, 
or  some  one  else,  he  thinks,  and  believes  it  was  defendant,  a 
draft  on  time,  he  does  not  know  at  what  length  of  time,  dated 
some  time  in  the  autumn  of  1845,  and  drawn  on  Neale  Sr 
Luckett,  Baltimore f  for  $976.48,  and  paid  defendant  $20  or 
$30^  upon  which  defendant  endorsed  and  assigned  to  witness 
said  bond  so  loaned  to  the  defendant  by  said  testatrix,  which  is 
still  unpaid.  Witness  further  stated  that  he  had  paid  to  Neale 
4*  Luckett  the  amount  of  said  draft.  The  plaintiff  further 
proved,  by  Benedict  Goughy  that  the  draft  spoken  of  by  Maal- 
dox  was  endorsed  to  witness  as  deputy  sheriff,  by  defendant,  in 
settlement  of  executions  in  his  hands  against  said  defendant. 
The  defendant  then  prayed  the  court  to  exclude  all  parol  evi- 
dence of  the  contents,  date,  amount  of,  or  time  said  draft  was 
drawn  at,  or  of  the  endorsement  thereon,  as  illegal  testimony, 
said  draft  which  was  produced  being  the  best  evidence  to  show 
these  facts;  but  the  court  (Magruder,  C  J. , and  Ket,  A.  J.,) 
refused  the  prayer  of  the  defendant,  to  which  overruling  and 
opinion  of  the  court,  the  defendant  excepted,  and  the  verdict 
and  judgment  being  against  him,  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorsey,  C.  J.,  Chambers^ 
Spence,  Martin  and  Frick,  J. 

Causin  and  Pratt,  for  the  appellant,  insisted: 

That  no  action  of  assumpsit  ^  growing  out  of  the  negotiation 
of  the  bond  assigned  by  the  plaintiff's  testator  to  the  defendant, 
16        V.8 
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was  legally  maintainable;  and  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  Buch 
right  of  action,  the  better  evidence  of  the  draft,  itself,  should 
have  been  given  to  the  jury;  and  upon  the  authority  of  Mor- 
gan vs.  Morgan^  adm^r  of  Booth,  4  Cr.  4*  J-y  401,  if  the  fireit 
conclusion  is  true,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed  without  send- 
ing the  case  back. 

Randall,  for  the  appellee  f 

The  proof  of  the  contents,  &c.,  of  the  draft  were  offered  in 
evidence  without  objection,  and  without  proof  of  the  existence 
of  the  draft,  and  it  was,  after  this,  too  late  for  the  defendant  to 
make  this  prayer  on  the  production  of  the  draft.  8  O.  ^  /., 
214,  MarfieUvs.  Davidson. 

The  cases  are  numerous  to  show  that  an  action  of  assumpsit 
will  lie  for  the  sale,  loan  or  transfer  of  a  bond,  as  proved  in  this 
case.  13  East,  20,  Pickard  vs.  Barks.  11  Mass.,  494, 
Randall  vs.  Rick.  11  Johns.,  464,  Beardsly  vs.  Root.  3 
Mass.,  403,  Floyd  vs.  Day.  3  Campb.  N.  P.  C,  199,  An- 
drew vs.  Robinson.  1  Doll,  222,  Easwick  vs.  Hugg.  15 
Maine,  286,  Hiukky  vs.  Fbwler. 

Chambers,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  court  below  was  apked  to  ^^  exclude  all  parol  evidence 
of  the  contents,  date,  &c.,  of  a  certaid  draft,  as  illegal  testi- 
mony, the  original  which  was  produced  being  the  best  evidence 
to  prove  these  facts."  The  case  has  been  aigued  as  if  the 
draft  said  to  be  "  produced,"  was  in  the  possession  of  the  party 
in  court,  but  not  exhibited  in  evidence,  and  we  are  willing  so 
to  understand  the  exception.  It  appears,  by  the  statement  in 
the  exception,  that  all  the  evidence  had  been  given  without 
objection,  and  a  second  witness  had  also  testified  in  regard  to 
the  same  paper  before  the  objection  was  made.  We  think  the 
facts  bring  this  case  completely  within  the  principles  adopted 
by  this  court  in  8  G.  4*  J-f  209,  Marfield  and  Davidson,  and 
Dent  and  Hancock,  5  Gill,  120. 

But  the  appellant's  counsel  have  contended,  that  as  the  tes- 
timony, when  received,  could  have  no  legal  effect  in  making  a 
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case  on  which  a  recovery  could  be  had,  it  ought  to  have  been 
ruled  out.     It  is  contended,  that  as  the  proof  was  only  calcu- 
lated and  designed  to  prove  a  loan  of  the  bond,  it  should  have 
been  rejected,  because ,  in  this  action,  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover,  if  that  fact  were  satisfactorily  proved.     The  declara- 
tion contains  the  usual  money  counts,  and  amongst  them  a 
count  for  money  had  and  received;  but  it  is  said  to  be  neces- 
sary to  sustain  this  count,  that  money,  in  fact,  must  be  shown 
to  have  been  loaned.     This  court  has  very  lately  had  occasion 
to  discuss  this  doctrine  much  at  large  in  the  late  case  of  the 
Siisquehanfta  Railroad  Co.  vs.  Fhunce  and  Passmore,  decided 
at  December  term,  1846.    6  Gilly  68.    The  opinion  of  the  court 
there,  completely  covers  the  ground  now  contested.     If,  there- 
fore, the  form  of  the  exception  allowed  the  question  to  be 
raised,  of  which  there  is  much  doubt,  we  should  have  no  hesi- 
tation in  saying  the  testimony  was  not  inadmissible,  because  it 
was  calculated  to  prove  the  loan  of  the  bond,  that  being  one 
link  in  the  chain  of  evidence  upon  which,  when  completed,  by 
proof  that  the  Bond  was  treated  and  received  as  money,  the 
plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict  in  the  present  form  of 
action. 

JUDGMENT   AFFIRMED. 


Isaac  H.  Jones  vs.  The  President  and  Directors  op 
THE  Mechanics  Bank  of  Baltimore. — December,  1849. 

In  this  can,  the  qaeation  whether  money  lost  at  play  can  be  recovered  by  the 
loser  after  it  has  been  paid,  in  an  aeiion  for  money  had  and  received,  wo* 
argaed,  bot  not  decided. 

Appeal  from  Baliimare  county  court.  » 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  instituted  by  the  appellant 
against  the  appellee.    The   declaration  contains  counts  for 
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work  and  labor^  goods  sold  and  delivered  ^  money  lent,  and 
money  had  and  received;  and  also  a  count  upon  an  account 
stated.     Plea,  non  assumpsit ,  on  which  issue  was  joined. 

The  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence^  by  John  Q.  Hewletiy  that 
he  was  the  guardian  of  plaintiff,  and  had  in  his  hands,  as  such 
guardian,  $12,000,  on  the  15th  January,  1845;  that  on  the 
2nd  of  July,  when  Jones  was  about  twenty-six  years  old,  he 
received  of  witness,  on  account  of  bis  estate,  $1,500,  on  the 
6(h  of  July,  $1,800,  and  on  the  9th,  $2,000;  that  witness  then 
went  from  home,  and  on  returning,  about  the  2nd  of  August, 
plaintiflf  gave  orders  to  witness  to  pay  the  following  sums, 
which  he  had  borrowed  during  witness'  absence :  James 
Harvey  J  $1 ,500,  Pendexter  ^  Allen,  $400,  /.  H.  Blealdeyj 
$1,000,  Smith  ^  Atkinson,  $500,  H.  Deford  ^  Co,,  $500, 
/.  Hartman,  $300,  T.  R.  Matthews,  $300,  i.  Thompson  6; 
Co.,  $600,  Murry  Jones,  $700.  And  further  proved,  by  said 
Hewlett,  that  plaintiff's  vision  was  not  good.  I{e  then  proved, 
by  Mr.  Harvey,  that  he  lent  plaintiff,  on  22nd  July,  1845, 
$500,  on  25th  July,  1845,  $1,000;  and  by  Mr.  Thompson, 
that  he  lent  plaintiff,  17th  July,  1845,  $300,  and  on  29ih, 
$300.  All  of  which  sums  were  lent  to  plaintiff  in  checks 
upon  the  Union  Bank.  And  also  proved  that  the  defendant. 
Perry,  up  to  this  period ,  was  very  poor,  had  no  visible  means, 
and  was  hard  pressed  for  money  in  small  parcels;  that  he  bor- 
rowed small  sums,  and  in  1844,  $20,  which  he  has  never  re- 
turned. That  in  the  early  part  of  July,  1845,  witness  suspect- 
ing Jones  of  gambling,  followed  him  to  the  Ewopean  House, 
where  he  met  Perry,  and  where  they  drank.  Perry  and 
Jones  then  went  to  four  other  places  and  drank,  Perry  paying, 
when  witness,  being  known  to  and  discovered  by  Perry,  went 
away.  The  plaintiff  further  proved,  by  William  James,  that 
he  occupied  a  room  above  that  in  which  a  faro  bank  was  kept 
by  George  Jones  ^  Campbell;  that  from  about  the  latter  pail 
of  June,  1845,  up  to  the  2nd  of  August  of  the  same  year. 
Perry  and  the  plaintiff  were  constantly  in  the  habit  of  visiting 
said  faro  bank,  sometimes  playing  all  day,  they  being  the  only 
players  in  the  room ;  that  on  some  occasions  plaintiff  would  bring 
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to  the  bank  large  sums  of  money,  (on  one  occasion  $1;000;) 
and  plainliff  and  Perry  played  jointly  against  the  bank,  with 
the  money;  that  on  other  occasions  money  was  borrowed  from 
the  bank,  on  the  credit  of  the  plaintiff,  and  played  with  by 
plaintiflf  and  Perry;  that  this  continued  until  plaintiff  lost  all 
his  money.  William  James  also  proved  that  Jones  played  at 
said  faro  bank  a  few  weeks  before  he  commenced  playing  with 
Perry y  in  company  with  one  Shallencoss  and  Morrison,  and 
that  Jones  was  a  very  inexperienced  player,  though  he  some- 
times won.  John  Q.  Hewlett  further  proved  thai  Jones  was 
a  young  man,  very  amiable,  and  of  capacity  as  good  as  usual; 
and  further,  that  on  the  7th  August,  Perry  came  to  the  Me- 
clianics  Bank,  and  brought  ten  one  hundred  dollar  notes  of 
the  Union  Bank,  which  he  deposited,  and  on  being  asked  if 
he  would  have  a  book  to  enter  his  deposit  in,  declined;  that 
after  some  hours,  he  returned  ivilh  another  ^100  of  the  Union 
Bank,  which  he  also  deposited,  and  said,  as  it  was  an  old 
woman's  money,  he  wanted  a  receipt  for  it,  and  a  book  in  his 
own  name.  The  defendant.  Perry,  gave  no  evidence  of  how 
or  when  he  had  obtained  this  money.  The  plaintiff  further 
proved  that  no  demand  has  been  made  for  said  money  by  any 
one  since  said  deposit  was  made.  And  also  by  F.  P.  Love- 
grane,  that  about  the  25th  July,  1845,  a  bill  of  Perry'* s  was 
presented  to  witness,  by  an  officer,  for  $1.75;  that  witness  re- 
monstrated with  said  Perry  about  so  acting,  upon  which  he 
stated  that  his  necessities  obliged  him  to  do  so. 

The  plaintiff  having  abandoned  all  of  the  counts  in  the  nar, 
except  that  for  money  had  and  received,  defendant  prayed  the 
court  to  instruct  the  jury: 

Ist.  That  there  is  no  evidence  to  sustain  the  count  for  money 
had  and  received  by  the  defendant,  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff. 

2nd.  That  if  the  jury  should  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that 
the  bank  notes  deposited  by  Perry  in  the  Mechanics  Bank, 
were  won  by  the  said  Perry  from  the  plaintiff  at  play,  yet  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover  in  this  form  of  action. 

The  court  (Le  Grand,  J.,)  granted  the  first,  and  refused 
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the  second  prayer;  whereupon  the  plaintifT  excepted^  and  ap- 
pealed to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorsey,  C.  J.,  Spence, 
Magruder  and  Frick^  J. 

By  Geo.  H.  Richandson^  Attorney  General^  for  the  appel- 
ant;  and 

By  T.  P.  Scott  and  Ohas.  H.  Pitts,  for  the  appellees. 

Martin,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

It  is  to  be  observed  in  this  cause,  that  there  is  not  a  particle 
of  evidence  to  be  found  in  the  record,  from  which  the  jury 
could  find  that  the  money  in  controversy,  or,  indeed,  any  money 
was  won  at  play  from  the  appellant,  by  Robert  Perry.  It  was 
shown  by  the  proof  in  the  cause,  as  exhibited  by  the  appellant 
himself,  that  the  appellant  and  Perry  played  conjointly  against 
the  faro  bank,  with  the  money  of  the  former,  but  that  they  did 
not  play  against  each  other.  It  is  apparent,  therefore,  that  the 
proposition  argued  at  the  bar,  with  respect  to  the  question 
whether  money  lost  at  play  can  be  recovered  back  by  the  loser, 
after  it  has  been  paid, in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received, 
is  a  mere  abstract  point,  upon  which  it  does  not  become  this 
court  to  express  an  opinion. 

In  the  aigument  of  this  cause,  the  counsel  for  the  appellant 
relied  upon  the  two  following  propositions:  F^st.  That  there 
was  evidence  in  the  cause  to  go  to  the  jury,  that  the  money 
deposited  in  the  Mechanics  Banky  by  Perry y  was  the  money 
of  the  appellant.  Secondly,  That  there  was  evidence  to  go 
to  the  jury,  that  the  said  money  was  obtained  from  the  appel- 
lant by  a  fraudulent  conspiracy  between  Perry y  Campbell  and 
Jamesy  the  two  latter  mentioned  in  the  record  as  the  keepers 
of  a  faro  table. 

We  are  satisfied,  after  a  careful  examination  of  the  facts  de- 
tailed in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  that  neither  of  the  above  po- 
sitions can  be  maintained.  Evidence  was  introduced  by  the 
appellant,  showing  that  in  the  month  of  July,  1845,  he  bor. 
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rowed  from  various  persons  in  BaUimore^  laige  sums  of  money, 
and  received  from  them  checks  for  the  sums  loaned >  on  the 
Uinon  BanJc.  But  we  look  in  vain  in  the  record,  for  any  tes- 
timony from  which  the  jury  could  find  that  these  sums  were 
drawn  by  the  appellant  from  the  Union  Bank,  in  bank  notes 
corresponding  in  their  denomination  with  those  deposited  in  the 
Mechanics  Bank  by  Perry;  and  not  a  single  fact  or  circum- 
stance was  produced  from  which  the  jury  could  infer  that  the 
money  borrowed  by  the  appellant,  from  the  difierent  indivi- 
duals mentioned  in  the  exception,  ever  reached  the  possession 
of  Perry.  The  same  difiiculty  exists  with  respect  to  the  second 
point  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant.  No  connection 
or  association  in  the  faro  bank,  or  its  profits,  was  shown  to  have 
existed  between  Perry,  CampbeU  and  James,  the  two  latter 
being  the  keepers  of  the  table.  And  it  is  impossible  to  discover 
in  the  record  any  fact  from  which  an  intelligent  and  rational 
mind  could  deduce  the  inference  that  the  money  in  controversy 
was  obtained  from  the  appellant  by  a  fraudulent  conspiracy  in 
which  Perry  participated. 

We  find  from  the  record,  that  the  appellee,  at  the  trial  of 
the  cause  in  the  court  below,  asked  the  court  to  give  to  the  jury 
the  following  instructions:  First.  That  there  is  no  evidence 
to  sustain  the  count  for  money  had  and  received  by  the  defen- 
dant, for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff.  Secondly.  That  if  the  jury 
diould  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  bank  notes  deposited 
by  Perry  in  the  Mechanics  Bank,  were  won  by  the  said  Perry 
from  the  plaintifiT  at  play,  yet  the  plainCiflT  cannot  recover  in 
this  form  of  action. 

We  have  already  said  that  there  was,  in  this  case,  a  total 
failure  of  evidence  upon  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  upon  this 
ground  the  county  court  were  clearly  right  in  granting  the  de- 
fendant's Jfr^/  prayer.  They  were  correct,  also,  in  rejecting 
the  defendant's  second  prayer.  For,  assuming  that  the  case, 
as  presented  by  the  plaintiff,  was  entirely  unsupported  by  tes- 
timony, it  is  obvious  that  the  point  raised  by  the  defendant's 
second  prayer  was  merely  abstract  and  speculative,  and,  as 
as  such,  should  not  have  been  entertained  by  the  court. 
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Upon  these  grounds  we  shall  direct  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  to  be  affirmed.  We  desire,  however, to  be  under- 
stood ak  intimating  no  opinion  with  reference  to  the  yarious 
legal  ^bpositions  raised  and  discussed  at  the  bari  They  are 
not  befoiis  us  according  to  the  view  we  have  taken  ot  the  evi- 
dence in  the  cause,  and  any  opinions  we  might  express,  with 
respect  td  these  questions,  could  be  regarded '  as  no  more  than 
the  merb  d&tao{  the  court. 

judgment'  affirmed. 


Elizabeth  Miller  and  others,  vs.  The  Board  of  Com- 
missioners OF  Public  Schools  of  the  Cinr  of  Balti- 
MORE,  AND  David  Stewart,  Adm'r  of  Henry  Miller. 
December  J 1849. 

An  illegitimate  child,  whoee  parenU  never  married,  died  intestate  and  with- 
oat  iasne.  Held  :  that  neither  his  mother  nor  her  legitimate  children,  had 
an^  claim  to  his  estate,  under  the  act  of  1835,  ch.  156. 

By  the  common  law,  bastards,  haying  no  inheritable  blood,  are  incapable  of 
taking  as  heir  to  the  potatiye  father,  mother,  or  any  one  else. 

The  7th  section  of  the  act  of  1830,  ch.  191,  legitimates  only  where  the  pa- 
rents  sabeeqnently  many,  and  recognise  such  child. 

The  act  of  1825,  ch.  156,  only  enables  an  illegitimate  to  inherit  from  the  mo- 
ther, and  from  illegitimate  brothers  and  sisters. 

Illegitimates  cannot  take  from  the  legitimate,  neither  can  the  legitimate  in- 
herit from  them. 

Acts  in  derogation  of  the  common  law,  mast  receive  a  strict  constmction. 

Appeal  from  the  Orphans  court  of  Baltimore  county. 

The  appeal  in  this  case  was  taken  by  the  appellants,  from  an 
order  of  said  orphans  court  of  the  5th  of  April,  1849,  directing 
the  administrator  of  Henry  AfiUer,  deceased,  a  bastard,  to  pay 
over  to  the  Board  of  Chmmissioners  of  Public  Schooh  of  the 
City  of  Baltimore y  (he  balance  due  the  estate  of  said  deceased, 
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under  the  act  of  1845,  ch.  120.    The  facts  of  the  case  are  fally 
stated  iu  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  cause  was  aiigued  before  Dorse y^  C.  J.,  Spencb, 
MartiK;  and  Frick^  J. 

By  T.  P.  Scott,  for  the  appellants,  and 
By  Wm.  F.  Friok,  for  the  appellees. 

Frick,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

Henry  Miller ,  who  was  an  illegitimate  child,  died  unmarried 
and  without  issue,  in  the  year  1844,  leaving  his  mother,  two 
sisters  and  a  brother,  who  claimed  to  be  the  representatives  and 
distributees  of  his  estate.  The  sisters  and  the  brother  are  the 
legitimate  children  of  the  mother  by  her  deceased  husband, 
who  was  not,  however,  the  father  of  said  Henry  Miller. 

Letters  of  administration  upon  his  estate  were  granted  to 
David  Stewart^  executor,  one  of  the  appellants,  from  the  or- 
phans court  of  Baltimore  county,  and  the  balance  in  hand 
was  by  him  submitted  for  distribution  under  the  order  of  said 
court. 

The  act  of  Assembly  of  1845,  ch.  120,  requires  that  the 
justices  of  the  orphans  court  of  Baltimore  county  shall  direct 
the  funds  arising  from  the  personal  estates  of  persons  of  the 
city  of  BaUimorey  who  have  died  or  may  die  intestate,  and 
have  not  or  may  not  leave  legal  representatives,  to  be  paid  to 
the  board  of  commissioners  of  the  public  schools  of  the  city  of 
Baltimore  y  to  the  use  and  support  of  said  schools.  Under  this 
act  of  Assembly,  the  commissioners  of  the  public  schools  of 
Baltimore  city  filed  their  petition  in  the  orphans  court,  claim- 
ing to  be  paid  the  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  administrator.  On 
the  other  hand,  th^  appellants  resist  this  application,  aud  claim 
as  the  legal  representatives  of  the  deceased,  under  the  terms  of 
the  act  of  1826,  ch.  156.  1st.  They  all  claim,  the  mother, 
sisters  and  brother,  as  distributees  in  equal  proportions;  or,  2nd. 
If  the  mother  should  be  excluded  by  the  terms  of  the  act,  then 
in  equal  parts  between  the  sisters  and  brother. 
17        V.8 


130  CASES  IN  THE  COURT  OK  APPEALS 

Miller,  et  al.,  vs.  Stowart,  et  aL — 1849. 

The  act  of  1825,  ch.  156.  declares:  '^that  the  illegitimate 
child  or  children  of  any  female,  and  the  issue  of  such  illegiti- 
mate child  or  children,  be  and  are  hereby  declared  to  be  capa- 
ble, in  law,  to  take  and  inherit  both  real  and  personal  estate 
from  their  mother,  or  from  each  other,  or  from  the  descendants 
of  each  other,  as  the  case  may  be;  provided  nothing  herein 
contained  shall  be  construed  to  alter  or  change  the  law  respect- 
ing illegitimate  persons  whose  parents  marry  after  the  birth  of 
such  persons,  and  who  are  by  them  acknowledged,  agreeably 
to  the  7th  section  of  the  act  of  1820,  ch.  191.'' 

This  section  of  the  act  of  1820,  is  but  a  reiteration  of  the 
same  section,  in  the  same  words,  of  the  act  of  1786,  ch.  45: 
^' And  be  it  enacted,  that  if  any  man  shall  have  a  child  or 
children  by  any  woman  whom  he  shall  afterwards  marry,  such 
child  or  children,  if  acknowledged  by  the  man,  shall,  in  virtue 
of  such  marriage  and  acknowledgment,  be  hereby  legitimated, 
and  capable,  in  law,  to  inherit  and  transmit  inheritance,  as  if 
born  in  wedlock." 

The  decree  of  the  orphans  court  being  in  favor  of  the  com- 
missioners of  the  public  schools,  from  that  decision  the  present 
appeal  is  taken  to  this  court. 

By  the  common  law,  bastards,  having  no  inheritable  blood, 
are  incapable  of  taking  as  heir  either  to  the  putative  father, 
mother,  or  any  one  else.  In  every  well  digested  scheme  of 
social  and  civil  polity,  it  has  always  been  a  prominent  object  to 
prevent  the  mischiefs  of  illicit  intercourse;  and  the  fruit  of  such 
intercourse  has  been  invariably  blended  and  branded  with  the 
guilt  of  the  parent.  The  infamy  of  the  transgression  descended 
to  the  child,  while  the  estate  of  the  parent  passed  over  to  the 
more  distant  kindred,  or  escheated  to  the  State.  Such  was  the 
policy  of  the  common  law,  and  so  it  remains  in  this  State, 
with  only  such  relaxation  as  the  Legislature  has  engrafted  upon 
it  by  the  preceding  act  of  Assembly.  The  bastard  is  still  nul- 
lius  filivs.  The  sin  of  the  parent  still  attaches  to  the  child  in 
this  respect;  but  so  far  as  the  Legislature  could  justly  temper 
the  severity  of  the  sentence,  and  regard  the  unoffending  char- 
acter of  the  offspring,  they  have  done  so.     The  act  of  1786, 
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further  confirmed  in  1820^  reserves  to  the  guilty  parents  the 
locus  penitetUicB.  By  marriage  and  subsequent  adoption  of 
the  child^  the  sin  is  atoned  for,  and  the  penalty  of  the  law  re- 
mitted. The  policy  of  the  law  is  thus  gratified ,  and  the  child 
to  all  intents  and  purposes,  is  here  legitimated.  So  far,  and  on 
these  conditions,  the  rule  of  the  common  law  is  repealed,  that 
punishes  the  offspring  for  the  guilt  of  the  parent.  Beyond 
this  the  Legislature  refused  to  go,  in  1820,  or  to  alter  one  word 
of  the  act  of  1786,  upon  the  subject,  while  reducing  into  one 
system  the  acts  relating  to  descents.  Only  where  the  atone- 
ment was  public,  by  a  marriage  and  subsequent  recc^ition  of 
the  child,  was  the  taint  of  blood  and  civil  disability  remitted .  To 
remove  this  stigma,  was  no  part  of  the  design  of  (he  act  of  1825. 
It  does  not  propose  to  legitimate  the  offsgring.  So  to  construe  it , 
would  be  a  virtual  repeal  of  the  provision  of  the  act  of  1820. 
It  would  restore  the  disabilities  of  bastards,  without  either  mar- 
riage of  (he  parties,  or  open  recognition  of  the  ofispring.  It 
could  not  intend  to  make  the  illegitimate  the  legitimate  child 
of  the  mother,  for  all  purposes  de  jure  et  de  facto.  It  is  ex- 
pressly directed  to  the  children  of  parents,  where  marriage  is 
supposed  impracticable,  and  endows  the  child  only  with  in- 
heritable privileges  from  the  mother.  It  recognises  no  father, 
and  establishes,  of  course,  no  relation  of  brother  and  sister. 
And  to  preclude  such  possible  construction,  the  proviso  is  added, 
retaining  in  full  force  the  position  of  the  7th  section  of  the  act  of 
1820,  that  no  such  consequence  shall  result,  but  from  subse- 
quent marriage  and  adoption  of  the  children. 

The  disqualification  is,  therefore,  only  so  far  removed  as  to 
enable  an  illegitimate  to  inherit  from  the  mother,  and  from 
illegitimate  brothers  and  sisters.  If,  from  any  cause,  the  pa- 
rents never  marry,  the  children  remain  illegitimate. 

Henry  MiUer,  then,  being  illegitimate  born,  and  his  parents 
never  having  married,  the  mother  can  have  no  claim  under 
our  statutes  of  distribution.  It  was  manifestly  the  policy  of  the 
common  law  that  she  should  not;  for  the  sin  there  denounced, 
still  attaches  to  her.  To  permit  her  to  share  in  the  distribution, 
unless  it  be  within  the  express  terms  of  the  act,  would  be  to 
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sanction;  not  discourage  illicit  connections.  Such  sanction  is 
not  to  be  found  in  the  act.  It  simply  declares^  that  the  chil- 
dren being  illegitimate^  may  inherit  from  her^  and  from  each 
other^  ^'as  if  born  in  wedlock."  The  favour  bestowed ,  the 
relaxation  made,  is  in  behalf  of  the  child  ren,  and  to  their  bene- 
fit the  act  is  restricted .  They  may  not  take  from  the  legitimate, 
neither  can  the  legitimate  inherit  from  them.  There  is  no  re- 
ciprocity intended;  and  between  these,  the  act  recognises  no 
such  relation  as  brother  and  sister.  The  illegitimate  is  stilly  in 
contemplation  of  this  act,  nuUi/us  JUiua.  Without  a  recogni- 
tion of  both  father  and  mother,  there  can  be  no  recognised 
brothers  and  sisters  in  law.  The  remedy  for  this  b  to  be  found 
in  the  act  of  1820,  where  the  parents  are  free  to  make  retribu- 
tion to  society,  and  wipe  from  their  offspring  the  stain  and  dis- 
honor of  their  illegitimate  birth. 

The  act  before  us,  is  both  humane  and  politic  in  its  object. 
The  illegitimate  offspring  is  suflSciently  degraded  by  the  crime 
of  the  parents^  and  the  stigma  of  the  world,  without  being  de- 
prived of  the  only  reparation  that  the  circumstances  may  justi- 
fy.   The  law  may  not  restore  the  taint  of  blood  but  upon  the 
conditions  referred  to.     Still,  while  the  relation  of  the  mother 
to  the  child  can  always  be  rendered  certain,  no  reason  exists 
why  the  children  should  be  left  destitute  of  such  relief  as  may 
be  derived  from  the  mother,  or  among  themselves.     So  far  the 
Legislature  designed  to  abate  the  rigor  of  the  common  law,  to 
relieve  the  innocent  offspring  from  a  portion  of  the  penalty  in- 
curred by  the  sin  of  the  mother.     In  this  view  the  terms  of  the 
statute  are  plain  and  unambiguous,  and  all  further  inquiry  into 
the  intention  of  the  Legislature,  and  the  equity  of  the  statute, 
is  shut  out.     The  words  expressly  restrict  it  to  the  relation  there 
stated  among  the  illegitimates,  excluding  the  legitimates  from 
any  participation.     The  provisions  of  the  act  are  in  derogation 
of  the  common  law,  and  for  that  reason,  they  must  receive  a 
strict  construction.     Neither  of  the  parties,  appellants  here,  can 
claim  under  it.     The  mother  is  incompetent,  unless  the  dis- 
qualification has  been  removed  by  marriage,  and  the  child  le- 
gitimated for  all  purposes;  and  the  brother  and  sisters,  born  in 
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wedlock  and  legitimate^  have  no  claim  to  fi*aternity  with  the 
illegitimate^  to  whom  the  terms  of  the  act  exclusively  refer. 
That  the  illegitimate  cannot  claim,  under  this  act,  to  take  the 
estate  of  a  legitimate  brother,  has  been  heretofore  decided  in 
this  court,  in  the  case  of  Medcalfvs.  Daley  and  Jones y  (1S45, 
manuscript,)  and  the  converse  of  the  proposition  being  equally 
true  under  the  act,  the  decree  of  the  orphans  court  of  Balti- 
more  county  is  affirmed. 

DECREE    AFFIRMED. 


George  H.  Smith,  Exc'r  of  Elwiley  Smith,  vs.  Thomas 

W.  Morgan. — December ^  1849. 

EvideBce  which,  standing  alono  and  unezplainod,  woald  not  be  competent 
testimonyt  may  become  admisBible  when  foliowod  by  other  explanatory  evi- 
dence before  objection  taken. 

In  an  action  of  replevin  by  an  ezecator,  a  distributoe  of  the  testator^  estate 
ia  an  incompetent  witness  ibr  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  of  interest, 

A  release  by  the  distributee,  of  her  interest  in  the  property  in  dispute  in  the 
replevin  suit,  without  releasing  her  entire  interest  in  the  estate,  will  not 
restore  her  competency,  because  she  is  still  interested  in  the  augmentation 
of  the  estate. 

The  plaintiff,  to  restore  the  competency  of  this  witness,  the  daughter  of  the 
testator  1  offered  the  will  of  the  testator,  by  which  the  negro  in  dispute  was 
given  to  witness,  '*  for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  exclusive  of  the  control 
of  her  husband,  during  her  natural  life,'*  and  also  a  release  executed  by 
wttness  and  her  hoeband.  Hbld  :  that  this  did  not  render  her  a  competent 
witness. 

Neither  the  wife  alone,  nor  the  husband  and  wife  conjointly,  can,  at  law,  di. 
vest  the  wife's  interest  in  property  which  she  holds  to  her  solo  and  separate 
use. 

The  acta  and  declarations  of  the  testator,  in  regard  to  the  ownership  of  the 
negro,  for  which  this  action  was  brought  by  the  executor,  are  admissible  in 
evidence  as  part  of  the  rs«  gesta. 

The  will  of  the  testator  is  admissible  as  a  declaration  and  claim  of  possession 
and  property  to  the  negro  in  dispute,  by  the  testator,  in  his  lifetime. 
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In  an  action  of  replevin,  the  defendant  pleaded  non  eepitt  property  in  him- 
self, and  property  in  a  stranger.  The  plaintiff,  by  his  replication,  joined 
issue  on  the  first  plea,  and  traversed  the  second  and  third  by  affirming  pro. 
perty  in  himself.  Upon  which  traverses  issues  were  joined.  Held:  that 
these  pleadings  were  correct,  being  in  conformity  with  the  forms  used  and 
practiced  under  from  an  early  period  in  the  history  of  the  practice  of  this 
State. 

The  clerk  entered  the  verdict,  that  on  the  1st  issue,  the  defendant  did  not 
take  the  property,  &c.;  on  the  2nd,  that  the  property  was  in  the  defendant ; 
and  on  the  3rd,  that  the  property  was  in  a  stranger.  Held  :  that  this  ver- 
dict was  for  the  defendant,  and  the  entering  it  in  this  form  was  a  clerical 
misprison,  amendable  by  this  court,  under  the  act  of  1809,  ch.  153. 

Appeal  from  Saint  Mary^s  county  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  replevin  instituted  by  the  appellant^  as 
executor  of  Elwiley  Smithy  deceased;  against  the  appellee,  on 
the  16th  of  July,  1845,  to  recover  a  negio  slave  named  Mat- 
thiaSf  the  alleged  property  of  the  plaintiff's  testator.  The  de- 
fendant pleaded  non  cepit,  property  in  himself,  and  property  in 
a  stranger,  following  the  forms  of  those  pleas  in  2  Har.  Ent.^ 
247,  300.  The  plaintiff,  in  his  replication,  joined  issue  upon 
the  first  plea,  and  traversed  the  two  last  by  averring  property  in 
himself,  and  upon  these  traverses  issues  were  joined,  following 
in  his  replication,  traverse,  and  joining  of  issue,  the  forms  on 
page  247  of  the  same  book. 

1st  Exception.  The  plaintiff  proved,  by  Wm.  H.  Dunkin- 
son,  a  competent  witness,  that  the  negro  in  dispute  was  the 
child  of  a  negro  woman,  the  property  of  plaintiff's  testator, 
raised  him  and  held  him  in  his  possession  until  January  1832, 
when,  with  other  negroes,  he  was  sent  by  said  testator  to  work 
on  a  farm  commenced  to  be  worked  by  testator's  daughter, 
Mrs,  Campbell.  That  so  far  as  witness  knew,  said  testator 
exercised  acts  of  ownership  over  said  negro  till  his  death,  in 
1846.  That  Mrs.  C,  for  several  years  prior  to  her  commenc- 
ing farming,  had  lived  with  the  testator  on  the  farm  where  the 
negro  in  dispute  lived. 

The  defendant  then  proved,  by  M.  C.  Jones ^  that  in  a  con- 
versation held  with  testator,  sometime  prior  to  Mrs.  C^s  com- 
mencing farming,  and  while  she  was  living  with  testator,  and 
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while  said  negro  was  upon  the  farm,  and  in  possession  of  the 
testator,  he,  the  testator,  told  witness  that  he  had  given  said 
negro  to  Mrs.  C,  his  daughter,  in  place  of  a  negro  belonging  to 
his  daughter,  which  he  had  sold  and  used  the  money  for.  That 
at  the  time  of  this  conversation,  the  testator  had  called  on  the 
witness  for  the  purpose  of  renting  a  farm,  which  the  witness 
had  the  control  of,  for  Mrs.  C,  and  which  was  rented  to  Mrs. 
C,  and  shortly  after  this  conversation,  said  negro  went  with 
Mrs.  C  on  the  farm  which  she  had  thus  rented,  and  continued 
in  her  possession  during  her  widowhood,  and  since  her  inter- 
marriage with  Thomas  H.  MileSy  have  been  in  his  possession 
to  the  present  time. 

The  plaintiff  then  prayed  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury,  that 
if  they  find,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  negro  in  controversy 
was  in  the  possession  of  the  testator  at  the  time  when  he  made 
said  declaration  to  said  Jones,  and  had  always  remained  in  his 
possession  previous  to  said  conversation,  and  remained  in  the 
testator's  possession  after  said  conversation  until  Mrs.  C.  com- 
menced farming,  then  the  legal  title  to  said  negro  passed  to 
Mrs.  C  under  the  gift  mentioned  in  said  conversation.  The 
court  (Magruder,  C.  J.,)  refused  to  give  said  instruction,  be- 
cause the  whole  testimony  offered  to  the  jury,  in  regard  to  the 
alleged  transfer  of  said  negro  by  testator  to  Mrs  C,  is  to  be 
taken  in  connection  with  that  of  Mr.  Jones,  and  weighed  by 
the  jury,  and  the  testimony  in  the  cause  does  not  authorise  the 
court  to  instruct  the  jury,  that  there  was  no  valid  transfer  of 
said  negro  to  Mrs.  C. ,  by  the  said  testator.  The  plaintiff  ex- 
cepted. 

2nd  Exception.  The  plaintiff  then  offered  to  prove,  by 
Col.  Coombs,  that  Mrs.  C,  prior  to  her  going  on  her  farm, 
called  on  witness  to  go  her  security  on  a  bond,  and  stated  to  him 
that  her  father,  the  plaintiff's  testator,  would  stock  the  farm  for 
her,  with  one-third  of  every  thing  on  his  plantation,  except 
negroes,  and  that  he  would  loan  her  one-third  of  his  negroes 
for  her  life,  and  %at  his  death,  would  give  her  one-half  of  his 
negroes,  and  in  that  conversation  she  named  no  particular  ne- 
gro.    The  plaintiff  then  proved,  by  PF.  H,  Dun/cinson,  that 
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MatthiaSy  the  boy  in  conlroversy,  was  one  of  the  negroes  sent 
by  the  plaintiff's  testator  to  Mrs.  C^s  farm^  for  the  purpose  of 
working  said  farm.  The  defendant  objected  to  the  admissi- 
bility of  the  testimony  of  Col.  Coombs^  and  the  court  sustained 
ihe  objection^  and  refused  to  permit  the  testimony  to  go  to  the 
jury,  being  of  opinion  that  the  same  was  too  light  and  incon- 
clusive,  and  had  no  tendency  to  establish  the  facts  for  which  it 
is  offered,  no  allusion  having  been  made  to  the  negro  in  con- 
troversy, and  no  circumstance  disclosed  in  the  case  from  which 
the  jury  could  legitimately  infer  that  Mrs.  C.  admitted  that  the 
negro  in  controversy  was  one  of  the  negroes  of  which  she  spoke, 
and  which  were  to  be  loaned  to  her  by  her  father  during  life^ 
and  especially  to  contradict  the  declaration  of  the  plaintiff's 
testator,  as  made  to  M.  C.  Jonesy  as  stated  in  the  first  excep- 
tion.    The  plaintiff  excepted. 

3rd  Exception.  The  plaintiff  then  produced  Mrs.  Miles^ 
{ovmerly  Mrs.  C,  mentioned  in  the '  preceding  exception  as 
Mrs.  C,  and  proposed  to  prove  by  her,  that  the  negro  in  ques- 
tion belonged  to  the  plaintiff's  testator  at  the  time  of  his  death; 
and  insisted,  that  it  appeared  from  the  pleadings  in  the  cause, 
that  he  had  made  a  will,  and  that  unless  the  defendant  showed 
that  the  proposed  witness  derived  some  interest  in  said  negro 
under  said  will,  she  was  a  competent  witness.  But  on  an  ob- 
jection made  to  her  competency  by  the  defendant,  the  court  ex- 
cluded her.     The  plaintiff  excepted. 

4th  Exception.  The  plaintiff,  then,  to  restore  the  compe- 
tency of  Mrs.  Miles,  exhibited  an  instrument  under  seal,  exe- 
cuted by  her  and  her  husband  during  the  trial,  whereby  they 
released  their  right  in  said  negro  to  the  plaintiff.  But  the  court, 
on  an  objection,  decided  that  this  instrument  did  not  render 
Mrs.  Miles  a  competent  witness.     The  plaintiff  excepted. 

5th  Exception.  The  plaintiff  then  offered  said  release, 
and  in  connection  therewith,  a  copy  of  the  last  will  of  bis  tes- 
tator, jS/u^i/ej^  S>mt/A,  whereby  he  gives  to  his  daughter,  Cbro- 
line  E.  Miles,  for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  exclusive  of  any 
control  of  her  husband,  Thomas  H.  Miles,  ihe  following  negro 
slaves,  now  in  possession  of  Thomtis  H.  Miles,  to  wit:  Billy, 
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Edward f  &c.,  &c.,  McUthiaSy  &c.,  &C.9  for  and  during  the 
term  of  her  natural  life,  and  aAer  her  death  to  her  husband  for 
his  life,  and  thereafter  to  her  children.  The  plaintiff  relied  on 
these  papers  as  removing  the  objection  taken  to  the  competency 
of  Mrs.  Miles.  But  the  court  decided  that  she  was  not  com- 
petent.   The  plaintiff  excepted. 

6th  Exception.  The  plaintiff  then  offered  another  release 
executed  by  Mrs.  Miksaloney  whereby  she  relinquishes  all  her 
right  to  the  negro,  to  the  plaintiff.  But  the  court  held,  this  did 
not  remove  the  objection  to  her  competency.  The  plaintiff 
excepted. 

7th  Exception.  The  plaintiff  then  offered  to  prove,  by 
James  L.  PoxweU,  that  in  the  fall  of  1831,  the  plaintiff's  tes- 
tator sent  several  negroes  on  the  farm  then  occupied  by  wit- 
ness, and  which  Mrs.  C.  occupied  the  ensuing  year,  for  the 
purpose  of  seeding  wheat  for  Mrs.  C,  and  said  negroes,  after 
they  had  finished  seeding  wheat,  were  carried  back  to  the  farm 
of  the  plaintiff's  testator,  and  that  Matthias  was  one  of  those 
negroes;  and  that  in  a  conversation  between  the  testator  and 
Mrs.  C.J  the  former  stated  to  the  latter  that  he  had  loaned  her 
negroes  to  work  her  farm  with,  and  that  Matthias  was. one  of 
the  negroes  used  by  Mrs.  C.  in  1832,  and  afterwards,  in  work- 
ing her  farm.  The  defendant  objected  to  the  admissibility  of 
this  evidence,  and  the  court  sustained  the  objection.  The 
plaintiff  excepted. 

8th  Exception.  The  plaintiff  then  exhibited  a  bill  of  sale 
executed  during  the  trial  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Miles,  whereby 
they  conveyed  and  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  all  their  interest  in 
negro  Matthias,  and  also  the  copy  of  the  last  will  of  the  plain- 
tiff's testator,  before  mentioned.  But  the  court  still  held,  that 
Mrs.  Miles  was  not  a  competent  witness.  The  plaintiff  ex- 
cepted. 

9th  Exception.  The  plaintiff  then  offered  to  read  as  evi- 
dence to  the  jury,  the  said  last  will.  But  the  court  held,  this 
was  not  admissible.     The  plaintiff  excepted. 

The  cause  being  then  argued  before  them,  the  jury  rendered 
a  verdict,  which  was  thus  entered  by  the  clerk:  "  The  said  jury 
18        v.8 
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Upon  their  oaths  do  say,  as  to  the  first  issue  within  joined^  that 
the  said  Thomas  W,  Morgan  did  not  take  nor  detain  the  said 
negro,  as,"  &c.  '^  And  the  said  jury  do  further  say,  as  to  the 
second  issue  within  also  joined,  tliat  the  property  of  the  negro 
within  mentioned,  at  the  within  time,"  &c.,  ^^  was  in  the  said 
Thomas  W.  Morgan^  as,"  <fcc.  "And  the  said  jury  do  fur- 
ther say.  as  to  the  third  issue  also  within  joined,  that  the  pro- 
perty of  the  negro  within  mentioned,  at  the  within  time,"  d^., 
"  was  in  a  stranger,  as  the  said  Thomas  W.  Morgan  within, 
by  pleading,  hath  alleged." 

The  plaintiff  then  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment:  1st.  Be- 
cause there  are  no  sufficient  plea  filed  in  (he  cause.  2nd.  Be- 
cause the  jury  did  not  ascertain  upon  which  of  the  issues  they 
found  their  verdict.  3rd.  Because  the  jury  have  founds  by 
their  verdict,  facts  incompatible  and  inconsistent  with  each 
other.  4th.  Because  the  verdict  is  void  for  uncertainty  and 
ambiguity.  Sth.  Because  the  jury  found  no  facts  on  which 
the  judgment  can  be  given. 

This  motion  was  overruled,  and  judgment  rendered  for  de- 
fendant.    The  plaintiff  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  ai^ued  before  Dorset,  0.  J.,  Chambeks, 
Martin  and  Prick,  J. 

By  Pratt  and  Causin,  for  the  appellant,  and 
By  Thos.  S.  Alexander,  for  the  appellee. 

Spence,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

We  think  the  county  court  were  correct  in  refusing  the  plain- 
tiff's first  prayer,  for  the  reasons  assigned  by  them.  The  court 
erred,  in  the  second  exception,  by  excluding  the  evidence  of 
Colonel  Coombs  from  the  jury.  Notwithstanding  his  evidence 
might  not  have  been  competent  when  isolated  and  unexplained, 
yet,  when  followed  up  by  Dunkinson*s  evidence,  which  was 
done  before  objection  was  made,  it  was  admissible.  This 
court,  in  the  case  of  Smithes  ExcW  vs.  Oamer^  (7  CfiUf  l,j 
at  December  term,  1846,  decided  that  Mrs.  MUes^  declarations, 


OF  MARYLAND.  139 


Smith,  Ezc'r  of  Smith,  m.  Morgan.~l849. 


made  under  similar  circumstaDces,  were  competeDt  testimony 
to  go  to  the  jury.  The  court  correctly  excluded  Mrs.  Miles  as 
a  witness  in  the  third  exception.  She  was  a  distributee  of  her 
father's  estate,  who  was  plaintiff's  testator,  and  as  such  distri- 
butee, in  the  absence  of  a  will,  would  be  interested,  the  will 
not  having  been  offered  in  evidence.  For  the  same  reason  the 
cotirt  properly  excluded  Mrs,  Miles  as  a  witness  under  the  4th 
exception.  She  was  a  distributee,  and  by  the  release  of  her 
interest  in  the  negro  Matthias,  did  not  release  her  entire  in- 
terest in  the  estate  of  her  father,  and  she  remained,  therefore, 
interested  in  the  augmentation  of  his  estate.  There  is  no  error 
in  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  the  5th  exception.  The  plaintiff, 
in  this  exception,  with  a  view  to  restore  the  competency  of  Mrs, 
Miles  as  a  witness,  offered  in  evidence  the  will  of  ElwHey 
Smithy  in  connection  with  the  release  of  Thomas  H.  Miles 
and  Caroline  E.  Miks,  his  wife.  By  the  will  offered  in  evi- 
dence in  this  case,  the  testator  gave  lo  his  daughter,  Caroline 
E.  Miles,  the  negro  MatthiaSy  (the  negro  in  controversy  in  this 
case,)  ^^for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  exclusive  of  any  control 
of  her  husband,  Thomas  H,  Miles,  for  and  during  the  term  of 
the  natural  life  of  her,  the  said  Caroline  E,  Miles,^*  We  for- 
bear to  enter  upon  the  examination  of  the  question  of  a  feme 
covert^ s  jus  disponendi  of  her  estate,  which  she  holds  to  her 
sole  and  separate  use,  where  the  instrument  under  which  she 
holds,  confers  no  such  power  in  terms.  Whether  she  is  to  be 
considered,  in  courts  of  equity,  as  a  feme  sole,  with  power  to 
dispose,  or  possessing  only  such  powers  as  the  instrument  which 
confers  her  title  bestows,  is  a  question  which,  according  to  our 
view,  in  this  case  it  is  unnecessary  to  decide.  This  was  a  trial 
at  law,  and  the  question  is,  whether,  at  law,  the  wife  alone,  or 
the  husband  and  wife  conjointly,  can  divest  the  wife's  interest 
in  property  to  which  she  is  entitled  to  her  sole  and  separate  use? 
We  think  they  cannot;  and  the  release  and  will  did  not  render 
Mrs.  Miles  a  competent  witness.  The  judgment  of  the  court 
was  correct  in  the  sixth  exception,  for  the  reasons  assigned  on 
the  fifth.  The  court  erred  in  the  seventh  exception,  by  ex- 
cluding from  the  jury  the  evidence  of  Foxxoell,     The  acts  and 
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declarations  deposed  to  by  him,  were  competent  and  admissible 
evidence  as  a  part  of  the  res  gesta  of  the  transaction.  The 
court  properly  excluded  the  evidence  in  the  eighth  exception, 
for  the  reasons  stated  in  our  opinion  on  the  fifth  exception. 
The  court  erred  in  withholding  from  the  jury  the  will  offered 
in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff,  in  the  ninth  exception.  The  pos- 
session and  right  of  property  were  involved  in  the  issue,  the 
declarations  and  acts  of  the  plaintiff's  testator  had  been  given 
in  evidence  to  the  jury  by  both  parties,  and  the  will  was  ad- 
missible as  a  declaration,  and  claim  of  possession,  and  property 
to  the  negro  in  dispute,  made  by  the  testator  in  his  lifetime. 

The  court  committed  no  error  in  overruling  the  plaintiff's 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment.  The  pleadings  appear  to  be  in 
conformity  with  the  forms  used  and  practised  under  in  Mary- 
land, from  an  early  period  in  the  history  of  the  practice  in  this 
State.  Vick  2  Har.  Ent.y  247.  In  this  case  the  defendant 
pleaded  three  pleas.  The  first,  non  cepii.  The  second,  pro- 
perty in  the  defendant;  and  the  third,  property  in  a  stranger. 
The  plaintiff,  in  his  replication,  joined  issue  on  the  first  plea, 
and  traversed  the  defendant's  second  and  third  pleas  by  affirm- 
ing property  in  himself;  upon  which  traverses  issues  were 
joined.  Vide  6  H.  ^  J.,  469,  OuUum  vs.  Bevatis.  The 
jury  found  their  verdict  for  the  defendant.  The  form  in  which 
it  is  set  out  in  the  record,  is  a  clerical  misprison,  which,  under 
the  act  of  1809^  ch.  153,  is  amendable  by  this  court. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  affirmed  in  the  first, 
third,  fourth^  fifth,  sixth  and  eighth  exceptions,  and  reversed 
in  the  second;  seventh  and  ninth  exceptions,  and  procedendo 
awarded. 

JUDGMENT  REVERSED,  AND 

PROCEDENDO  AWARDED. 
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Samuel  Miller  vs.  The  StatE;  use  of  Henrt  Fiery. — 

December^  1849. 

Dedantiont  of  a  party,  that  be  tagnod  a  bond  with  the  understanding  that 
another  person  was  to  be  his  co-secnrity,  made  after  the  act  of  signing,  are 
not  admissible  in  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  geeia, 

Appeal  from  Washington  county  court. 

The  facts  of  this  case  will  be  found  in  the  former  appeal  re- 
ported in  3  Gilly  335.  The  judgment  being  reversed  on  that 
appeal,  and  a  procedendo  awarded,  the  case  was  again  tried, 
and  the  same  evidence  submitted,  with  the  addition  of  the  tes- 
timony of  Henry  Ankenny  and  Jacob  Powlcsy  of  the  declara- 
tions of  Samuel  Miller,  the  defendant,  in  which  he  stated  that 
he  had  agreed  to  become  the  surety  of  said  Joseph  Fiery y  and 
that  said  Fiery  had  represented  to  him  that  Matthew  S.  Van- 
lear  was  his  other  surety.  To  these  declarations  the  plaintiff 
objected,  upon  the  ground  that  they  were  made  after  his  sign- 
ing of  said  bond,  and  delivery  thereof  to  said  Jacob  Fiery y  and 
not  at  or  before  the  time  of  such  signing.  Which  objection 
the  court  (Buchanan  and  Marshall,  A.  J.,)  sustained  and 
refused  to  permit  the  same  to  go  to  the  jury.  The  defendant 
excepted,  and  took  the  present  appeal. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorsey,  C.  J.,  Mj\gruder, 
Martin,  and  Prick,  J. 

By  Wm.  Price,  for  the  appellant,  and 

By  J.  T.  Mason  and  P.  A.  Schley,  for  the  appellee. 

Martin,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

In  this  case  an  action  of  debt  was  instituted  in  Washington 
county  court,  by  the  appellee  against  the  appellant,  upon  the 
bond  of  Joseph  Fiery^  Samuel  MUler,  (the  defendant,)  and 
Jacob  Fiery y  dated  the  3rd  of  May,  1824,  and  conditioned  for 
the  faithful  performance  of  the  duty  of  guardian,  by  Joseph 
Fiery,  who  was  the  principal  obligor. 
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The  appellant  appeared  to  this  action,  and  pleaded  non  est 
factum.  Issue  was  joined  on  this  plea.  The  execution  ol 
the  bond  by  the  appellant,  in  the  monlh  of  December,  1823, 
was  proved  by  the  attesting  witness.  This  fact  was  not,  in- 
deed, controverted  or  denied;  but  the  ground  of  defence  taken 
by  the  appellant,  under  this  plea  of  non  est  faciuniy  was,  that 
he  executed  this  bond  under  the  impression,  and  with  the  under- 
standing that  a  certain  Matthew  S.  Vahtear  was  to  be  his  co- 
security,  and  that  in  legal  contemplation  the  writing  in  ques- 
tion was  not  to  be  considered  as  his  deed,  inasmuch  as  the 
condition  upon  which  he  signed  it,  had  been  violated  without 
his  consent. 

It  appears  from  the  record,  that  at  the  trial  of  the  cause  be- 
low, the  appellant,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  circumstances 
under  which  he  executed  this  instrument  of  writing,  offered  to 
prove,  by  Henry  Ankenny,  ^'that  in  the  monlh  of  December, 
1823,  about  the  12th  or  15th  of  the  month,  the  witness  was  at 
the  house  of  the  appellant,  and  that  the  appellant  then  said,  in 
his  family,  that  he  had  been  at  Joseph  Fiery^s  that  day,  and 
had  been  prevailed  upon  by  said  Fiery  to  become  his  surety  in 
his  guardian's  bond,  as  guardian  to  his  two  sons.  That  Mat- 
thew S.  Vanlear  was  the  other  surety  in  the  said  bond;  and 
that  if  he  was  fool  enough  to  lose  one-half  of  the  money  be- 
longing to  the  said  wards,  he  supposed  that  he  would  have  to 
lose  the  other  half."  And  also  proposed  to  prove,  by  another 
witness,  Jacob  Powles,  that  the  appellant,  in  a  conversation 
held  with  the  witness,  at  some  time  betweon  the  fall  of  1823, 
and  the  3rd  or  4th  of  January,  1824,  staled,  ^Mhat  Joseph 
F\cry\v?iA  called  on  him  to  become  his  surety  in  his  guardian's 
bond,  as  guardian  for  his  two  sons,  and  he  had  refused  him. 
That  the  said  Fiery  complained  that  strangers  would  do  more 
for  him  than  his  own  friends.  That  he  afterwards  had  agreed 
to  become  his  surely,  and  that  Matthew  S,  Vanlear  was  the 
other  surety,  and  that  if  Matthexo  S,  Vanlear  was  fool  enough 
to  lose  seven  or  eight  hundred  dollars,  he  supposed  he  must  do 
the  same.     That  he  felt  confident  they  would  have  to  pay  it." 

The  declarations  of  the  appellant,  which  we  have  thus  quoted 
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at  lai^e  from  die  record^  form  the  subject  of  the  exception  taken 
in  this  case;  and  the  single  question  presented  for  our  consi- 
deration is^  whether  they  were  admissible  in  evidence  as  a  part 
of  the  res  gesta? 

By  recurring  to  this  case  as  it  is  reported  in  3  Gill,  335,  it 
will  be  seen,  that  when  it  was  originally  tried,  the  county  court 
instructed  the  jury,  ''that  if  they  found,  from  the  testimony 
in  the  cause,  that  the  defendant  signed  and  sealed  the  bond  in 
controversy,  under  the  impression,  and  the  understanding  that 
McUthexo  S,  Vanlear  was  to  be  the  co-surety,  that,  thereby,  the 
said  bond  was  not  the  deed  of  the  defendant. ' '  This  instruction 
was  reversed  in  the  appellate  court,  upon  the  ground,  as  stated 
in  their  opinion,  that  there  was  no  evidence  from  which  the 
jury  could  find  that  the  bond  upon  which  the  suit  was  brought, 
was  signed  and  sealed  by  the  defendant,  under  the  impression 
and  with  the  understanding  that  McUthew  S.  Vanlear  was  to 
be  his  co-security.  The  Court  of  Appeals,  however,  refrained 
from  the  expression  of  any  opinion  with  respect  to  the  legal 
proposition  enunciated  by  the  county  court,  as  it  was  not  called 
for  by  the  exigencies  of  the  case;  and  it  is  perfectly  apparent, 
that  at  the  second  trial  of  this  cause,  the  declarations  of  the 
appellant  were  proposed  to  be  introduced  for  the  purpose  of 
explaining  the  intention  and  design  with  which  he  signed  and 
sealed  the  bond  in  controversy,  and  that,  although  the  paper 
appears  upon  its  face  to  have  been  absolutely  executed,  it  was 
in  fact,  executed  by  him  upon  a  condition  that  had  not  been 
performed. 

It  is,  then,  obvious  that  the  signing  and  sealing  of  this  in- 
strument of  writing,  by  the  appellant,  in  December  1823,  was 
the  act  intended  to  be  explained  and  qualified  by  his  declara- 
tions. And  assuming  this  to  have  been  the  aim  and  purpose 
of  the  testimony,  an  insuperable  objection  to  the  admissibility 
of  those  declarations  in  evidence,  as  a  part  of  the  res  gesta, 
is,  that  they  were  made  posterior  to  the  signing  and  sealing  of 
the  instrument  in  question ;  that  they  constituted  no  part  of  the 
transaction  they  were  intended  to  illustrate;  and  were  merely 
the  narration  of  a  past  occurrence,  in  which  the  appellant  re- 
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lated  (he  circumstances  under  which  he  was  induced  to  place 
his  name  upon  the  bond. 

In  defining  the  rule  with  respect  to  the  admissibility  of  de- 
clarations in  evidence,  as  a  part  of  the  res  gesta,  the  supreme 
court  of  Connecticut y  in  Enos  vs.  TuttlCy  3  Conn.y  260,  said: 
*'The  declarations^  to  be  a  part  of  the  res  gesta^  must  have 
been  made  at  the  lime  of  the  act  they  are  supposed  to  charac- 
terise, and  well  calculated  to  unfold  the  nature  and  quaKty  of 
the  facts  they  were  intended  to  explain,  and  so  to  harmonise 
with  them  as  to  constitute  one  transaction." 

In  the  case  of  Kolb  vs,  WMielyy  3  Crill  S^  John.y  196,  the 
Court  of  Appeals  said:  ''The  rule  is  well  settled,  that  where 
the  expressions  heard  constitute  a  part  of  the  transaction,  they 
are  admitted  to  show  its  character,  or  the  speaker^s  intention. 
*  *  *  Hearsay  is  often  admitted  in  evidence  as  part  of  the 
res  gestcB,  the  meaning  of  which  seems  to  be,  that  where  it  is 
necessary,  in  the  course  of  a  cause,  to  inquire  into  the  nature 
of  a  particular  act,  and  the  intention  of  the  person  who  did 
the  act,  proof  of  what  the  person  said  at  the  time  of  doing  it, 
is  admissible  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  showing  its  true 
character."  This  rule  of  evidence  is  recognised  in  the  cases 
of  Cross  vs.  Black,  9  Oill  ^  John.,  198,  and  Miles  vs.  Knotty 
12  Crill  S^  John,y  454,  and  will  be  found  to  be  very  clearly 
stated  and  illustrated  by  Mr.  Evans,  in  his  notes  to  the  second 
volume  of  Pothier  on  Obligations. 

We  think,  therefoie,  that  the  county  court  were  correct  in 
ruling  these  declarations  to  have  been  inadmissible.  We  for- 
bear to  express  any  opinion  with  respect  to  the  legal  effect  of 
those  declarations  upon  the  obligation  of  the  appellant,  if  they 
had  been  admissible  in  evidence,  as  the  question  is  not  before 
us  upon  the  record,  and  anything  we  might  say  upon  this  sub- 
ject, would  not  carry  with  it  the  force  of  an  authoritative  de- 
cision. 

JUDGMENT    AFFIRMED. 


I 
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Samuel  Miller  v^.  The  State,  use  op  Lewis  Fiery. — 

December,  1849. 

The  act  of  1845,  cli.  358,  reqairing  Waahingten  coanty  coart  to  grant  an  ap- 
peal iu  thig  case,  and  to  set  oat  and  embody  in  the  record,  certain  exceptions 
and  points  of  law  decided  in  a  previous  cause  in  said  court  resembling  this, 
is  uneonstilational  and  void,  as  the  excrcije  of  judicial  powers  by  the  Le- 
gislature 

Appeal  from  Washington  county  court. 

It  appears  from  affidavits  contained  iu  the  record  in  this  case, 
that  two  suits  were  instituted  at  the  same  time,  against  the  same 
defendant,  (the  present  appellant,)  upon  the  same  guardian^s 
bond.     One  in  the  name  of  the  State,  for  the  use  of  Henry 
Mery,  which  is  reported  in  3  Gill,  335,  and  ante  p.  141,  the 
other  for  the  use  of  Leuns  Fiery,  (the  present  case.)    Both 
cases  were  tried  at  November  term,  1S43,  of    Washington 
county  court.     Heiiry^s  case  was  tried  first,  and  certain  ques- 
tions of  law  decided  against  the  plaintiff,  to  which  exceptions 
were  taken  at  the  time.     Immediately  after  the  jury  retired  in 
Henry^s  case,  that  of  Lewis^  was  taken  up,  and  the  same 
questions  of  law  decided  by  the  court,  but  no  exceptions  were 
taken  by  his  counsel,  they  being  under  the  impression  that  no 
objections  would  be  made  to  the  taking  of  such  exceptions 
when  the  cause  was  finally  decided;  in  other  words,  that  the 
one  case  should  abide  the  result  of  the  other.     In  the  case  of 
Latins,  the  jury  returned  with  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  immediately  made.     In  Henry^s 
case,  the  jury  were  unable  to  agree,  and  were  discharged.    The 
causes  were  then  continued  for  several  terms;  Henry^s  as  it 
originally  stood  on  the  docket,  and  Lewis^  under  motion  for  a 
new  trial.     At  November  term,  1844,  Henry^scuse  was  again 
tried,  and  the  same  points  arose,  and  were  decided  as  before, 
and  exceptions  taken  by  the  plaintiff.     The  jury  rendered  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant ,  and  the  court,  at  the  same  term, 
overruled  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  in  the  case  of  Lewis.    The 
bills  of  exceptions  were  then  drawn  up  and  signed  in  Henry^s 
19        V.8 
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case,  and  upon  application  to  have  similar  exceptions  signed  in 
Lewis^  case,  the  defendant's  counsel  objected,  and  the  court 
refused  to  interfere.  The  plaintiff  then  applied  to  the  Legis- 
lature, and  the  act  of  1845,  ch.  358,  was  passed  for  his  relief. 
This  act  is  recited,  verbatim;  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  this 
case.  In  pursuance  of  this  act,  the  record  was  made  up,  and 
the  same  exceptions  signed  as  reported  in  Henry^s  case,  in  3 
Gilly  335.  The  case  of  Henry  having,  in  the  meantime^  been 
reversed  by  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and  sent  back  under  a  pro- 
cedendo, it  was  agreed  to  reinstate  the  case  of  Lewis  upon  the 
docket,  so  that  the  new  points  to  be  raised  and  decided  upon 
the  trial  of  Henry^s  case,  under  the  procedendo,  might  also  be 
raised  in  this.  It  was  further  agreed,  that  if  the  signing  and 
sealing  of  the  bills  of  exceptions,  above  referred  to,  should  be 
deemed  void  by  the  Court  of  Appeals,  in  consequence  of  the 
unconstitutionality  of  the  act  of  1845^  this  appeal  should  be 
dismissed;  otherwise  to  be  heard  and  determined  upon  the  ques- 
tions of  law  to  be  raised  and  decided  in  the  trial  of  Henry^s 
case,  the  result  of  which  this  case  is,  in  that  event,  to  abide. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorbet,  C.  J.,  Magruder, 
and  Frick,  J. 

By  Wm.  Price,  for  the  appellant,  who  insisted: 

That  the  act  of  1845,  was  an  assumption  by  the  Legislature 
of  judicial  powers,  and,  therefore,  unconstitutional  and  void. 

By  John  Thompson  Mason,  for  the  appellee: 

The  question  involved  in  this  appeal  is,  the  constitutionality 
of  the  act  of  Assembly  of  1845,  ch.  358.  It  is  a  conceded 
point,  that  an  act  of  the  Legislature,  directing  a  court  to  grant 
a  new  trial,  is  not  repugnant  to  the  constitution.  In  addition 
to  the  other  views  presented  in  the  argument  of  this  cause,  it  is 
contended,  that  the  effect  of  the  present  act  of  Assembly  was 
but  to  require  Washington  county  court  to  grant  a  new  trial. 
The  act  required  that  the  bills  of  exceptions,  which  had  beea 
previously  prepared  and  sealed  by  this  court,  in  the  case  of 
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Henry  Fiery  aiid  Samuel  MUkr,  should  be  incorporated  iti 
the  case  of  Lewis  Fiery ^  the  case  now  under  consideration.  It 
is  contended;  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  that  the  bills  of  ex- 
ceptions in  question,  might  contain  points  or  questions  which 
did  not  arise  in  this  cause,  or  might  have  omitted  points  and 
questions  that  did  arise,  and  that  in  tiiat  way  the  Legislature 
had  arrogated  to  itself  judicial  powers.  For  the  sake  of  argu- 
ment, admit  that  the  two  cases  are  not  alike,  and  that  the  bills 
of  exceptions  in  the  case  of  Henry  Fiery y  may  contain  ques- 
tions which  did  not,  in  fact,  arise  in  the  case  of  Lewis  Fiery y 
or,  on  the  other  hand,  may  have  omitted  questions  which  did 
arise.  The  bills  of  exceptions,  as  presented  to  the  Court  of 
Appeals,  in  the  case  of  Henry  Fiery ^  made  such  a  case  as  re- 
quired the  court  to  send  back  the  case  to  the  county  court  upon 
procedendo.  The  same  bills  of  exceptions  afterwards  arising 
in  the  case  of  Leuns  Fiery ^  under  the  act  of  Assembly,  would, 
of  course,  be  decided  as  they  had  before  been,  and  this  case, 
like  ihecdiSQ  of  Henry  Fiery  J  would  have  been  sent  back  under 
a  procedendo. 

In  the  first  place,  we  will  suppose  that  the  court,  in  acting 
upon  the  bills  of  exceptions  which  had  been  submitted  to  them 
under  the  act  of  Assembly,  had  decided  questions  which,  in 
fact,  never  had  arisen,  and  which  were,  in  truth,  no  part  of 
this  case.  How  could  such  a  circumstance  affect  the  case  in 
the  trial  below,  under  the  procedendo?  If  the  questions  winch 
the  Court  of  Appeals  had  decided,  did  not  arise  in  the  subse- 
quent trial  of  the  cause,  then,  as  a  consequence,  the  law,  as 
laid  down  by  the  court,  had  no  application  to  the  case,  and 
were  mere  abstractions,  in  no  way  affecting  the  rights  of  the 
parties  to  the  cause.  If  a  state  of  facts,  however,  did  arise,  as 
contemplated,  rendering  this  case  similar  to  the  one  of  Henry 
Fiery  J  the  law  was  at  hand  to  fit  the  case 

On  the  other  hand,  if  there  were  other  questions  which  did 
arise  in  the  case  of  Lewis  Fiery j  which  are  not  embraced  in 
the  bills  of  exceptions,  and  were,  therefore,  not  decided  by  the 
Court  of  Appeals,  what  is  there  to  prevent  the  defendant  from 
rabing  those  questions  anew  upon  the  trial,  under  the  proce> 
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dendo?  He  is  only  bound  by  the  law  of  the  other  case,  so  far 
as  the  same  applies  to  this  case^  and  no  new  and  dissimilar 
questions  can  be  determined  by  the  law  of  the  former  case. 

The  case,  then,  reduces  itself  to  this  condition  of  things:  If 
the  questions  in  the  case  of  Letvis  Fiei^  are  the  same  with 
those  which  had  been  previously  decided  by  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peals, in  the  case  of  Henry  Fiery ^  then  the  defendant  cannot 
complain  that  the  case  should  be  determined  as  the  former  case 
had  been,  for  the  decision  in  the  former  case  had  become  the 
law  of  the  land,  and  was  not  only  to  govern  the  case  of  Lewis 
Fiery,  but  was  to  govern  all  subsequent  similar  cases.  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  cases  should  be  found  dissimilar,  the  law 
of  the  former  case  determined  nothing  as  to  the  law  of  the 
latter;  in  other  words,  whenever  the  latter  case  differed  from 
the  former,  it  was  a  new  case,  and  was  to  be  decided  upon  dif- 
ferent principles  of  law.  The  effect  of  the  act  of  Assembly, 
therefore,  was  but  to  grant  a  new  trial  to  Lewis  Fiery,  which 
it  was  conceded  the  Legislature  had  a  right  to  do. 

Dorset,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

Whilst  entirely  concurring  in  the  well  established  principle 
of  law,  that  the  judicial  tribunals  of  this  State  ought  never  to 
declare  an  enactment  of  its  Legislature  unconstitutional  and 
void,  unless  it  plainly  appears  that  the  Legislature  has  trans- 
cended its  constitutional  powers,  we  think  ii  manifest  that  the 
act  of  1845,  ch.  358,  is  the  exercise  of  such  an  unconstitutional 
power,  by  the  General  Assembly  of  Maryland,  as  renders 
it  wholly  inoperative  and  void.  As  decided  by  this  court  in 
the  case  of  Crane  vs.  Meginnis,  the  legislative  and  judicial 
powers,  under  the  constitution  of  this  Slate,  are  confided  to 
different  branches  of  the  government;  the  Legislature  are  in- 
competent to  exercise  judicial  powers.  The  only  question, 
then,  which  this  case  presents,  is:  did  the  General  Assembly, 
in  passing  the  act  of  1845,  ch.  358,  assume  the  exercise  of 
judicial  powers?  In  perusing  that  law,  it  is  impossible  not  to 
see  that  it  has  done  so.  By  the  act  it  is  provided,  '^that  the 
court  of  Washington  county  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  autho- 
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rised  and  required  to  grant  an  appeal  in  the  case  heretofore  de- 
cided by  said  court,  wherein  the  State  of  Maryland^  use  of 
Leiois  Fiery  was  plaintiff,  and  a  certain  Samuel  Miller  was 
defendant;  and  that  the  points  of  law  decided,  and  the  instruc- 
tions given  by  the  said  court,  as  set  forth  and  contained  in  an 
appeal  already  granted  by  said  court,  wherein  the  said  Slate  of 
Maryland^  use  of  Henry  Fiery y  was  plaintiff,  and  the  said 
Samuel  Miller  defendant,  and  in  every  way  similar  to  the  case 
first  herein  mentioned,  be  set  forth  and  embodied  in  the  record 
of  the  appeal  herein  provided  for;  providedy  nevertheless y  that 
the  said  court  shall  be  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  aforesaid  lost 
his  right  to  appeal  in  the  above  case  at  the  proper  and  regular 
time  for  taking  the  same,  by  a  misunderstanding  of  the  counsel 
engaged  in  the  case,  in  regard  to  the  faking  of  the  said  appeal." 
In  respect  to  this  proviso,  there  could  be  no  doubt;  the  power 
which  is  conferred,  was  one  which  might  have  been  exercised 
by  the  county  court.  This  was  the  only  uncontrolled  power 
which  the  court  was  authorised  to  assume.  Every  thing  else 
that  the  court  was  required  to  do,  under  this  act  of  Assembly,  was 
to  be  done  in  obedience  to  the  positive  mandate  of  the  Legisla- 
ture. The  court  were  required  not  to  certify,  truly,  its  judicial 
proceedings  in  a  case  which  had  been  tried  before  it,  and  from 
their  decision  of  which,  a  legislative  appeal  was  provided;  but, 
in  effect,  to  certify  contrary  to  the  fact,  that  certain  bills  of  ex- 
ceptions, taken  twelve  months  afterwards,  in  a  different  cause, 
were  bills  of  exceptions  taken  in  the  cause  in  which  the  court 
was  required  to  interpolate  them.  An  implicit  obedience  to 
this  legislative  mandate,  was  imposed  upon  the  court,  even 
though  it  might  be  satisfied  of  its  own  knowledge,  that  not  a 
particle,  either  of  the  law  or  facts  contained  in  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, ever  transpired  in  the  trial  of  the  case,  in  which  it 
was  required  to  insert  them  as  a  part  of  its  proceedings.  Bills 
of  exceptions  are  the  certificates  of  the  judicial  proceedings, 
the  adjudications,  of  the  court,  and  the  Legislature  has  no  more 
power,  by  a  retrospective  law,  to  require  the  court  to  insert  in 
the  record  of  its  proceedings,  bills  of  exceptions  never  taken  in 
the  trial  of  the  causes,  than  it  has  a  priori  to  order  the  court  to 
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enter  any  specified  judgmenl  in  a  cause  pending  before  it  for 
(rial,  or  to  certify  in  the  transcript  of  the  record  of  a  cause^ 
which  had  been  adjudicated  by  it,  a  judgment  the  reverse  of 
that  which  had  been  rendered.  That  the  act  before  us  is  un- 
constitutional and  void,  as  the  exercise  of  judicial  powers  by 
the  General  Assembly  of  Maryland,  it  is  deemed  unnecessary 
to  refer  to  any  other  of  the  numerous  authorities  cited  in  the 
argument,  than  that  of  Crane  vs.  Meginnis,  1  Gill  ff  John.j 
463. 

The  agreement  of  the  counsel  in  the  cause^  requires  nothing 
more  of  this  court  than  the  expression  of  its  opinion  on  the  con- 
stitutionality of  the  act  of  Assembly. 

APPEAL  DISMISSED. 


John  Swann,  Charles  S.  Swann,  and  Robert  Swann, 
BY  John  Swann,  their  next  friend,  vs.  The  Mayor 
and  Common  Councilmen  op  the  town,  of  Cumber- 
land.— Decetnberf  1849. 

Tho  raayor  and  cominon  councilmen  of  the  town  of  Cumberland j  passed  an 

ordinance,  under  tho  act  of  1815,  ch.  136,  to  g^rade,  &c.,  Washington  street 

in  said  town,  upon  tho  petition  of  tlie  owners  of  two-thirds  of  tho  property 

lying  upon  a  part^  only,  of  said  street.     Held: 
That  undci  this  act  said  corporation  might  pass  on  urdinanco  to  improve  a 

particular  part  of  a  street,  upon  application  of  the  owners  of  two-thirds  of 

the  property  situated  on  that  part,  but  can  order  the  whole  street  to  be  iro. 

proved  only  upon  application  of  two.thirds  of  tho  property  owners  on  the 

whole  street. 
In  all  cases  of  special  limited,  jurisdiction,  tho  proceedings  must  conform 

strictly  to  the  authority  conferred. 
An  appeal  is  given  by  our  statute  law  in  any  civil  case  in  which  a  writ  of 

error  will  lie. 
As  a  general  rule,  an  appeal  will  lie  in  any  civil  case  where  the  court  below 

proceeds,  under  its  usual  and  general  jurisdiction. 
Where  a  special  jurisdiction  is  given  to  the  county  court,  to  be  exercised  in 

a  peculiar  modo,  and  not  to  bo  proceeded  in  according  to  the  course  of  the 
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common  law,  or  where  an  appeal  is  given  to  it  from  some  inferior  tribunal, 
an  appaal  doss  not  lie. 

In  thia  case  llic  county  court  brought  the  proceedings  of  the  mayor  and  com- 
mon cooncilmcn  before  it,  by  a  writ  of  eertiora^'i.  Held:  that  in  so  do. 
ing,  it  acted  in  virtue  of  its  ordinary  jurisdiction,  and  an  appeal  lies  from 
its  judgment  upon  the  writ. 

The  process  of  certiorari,  is  the  appropriate  mode  by  which  superior  courts 
ezimino  into  Ihe  authority  of  an  inforior  tribunal,  and  ascertain  whether 
it  has  transcended  the  spocinl  powers  to  which  it  is  limited  by  law. 

Appeal  from  AUegany  county  court. 

Upon  the  petition  of  the  appellants,  a  certiorari  was  issued 
from  said  court,  directed  (o  the  mayor  and  councilmen  of  the 
(own  of  Cumberland,  commanding  them  to  return  a  certain 
warrant  issued  by  them,  directed  to  the  bailiff  of  said  town,  and 
levied  upon  the  property  of  the  petitioners,  and  all  the  papers 
and  proceedings  relating  thereto. 

The  return  of  this  writ  sets  forth  the  9lh  section  of  the  act 
of  1815,  ch.  136;  entitled,  '^an  act  to  provide  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  commissioners  for  the  regulation  and  improvement  of 
Ibe  town  of  Cumberland^  in  AUegany  county,  and  to  incorpo- 
rate the  same,"  as  follows:  9.  ^^And  be  it  enacted^  that  the 
said  commissioners  shall  have  power,  when  requested  in  writing 
by  the  owners  of  two-tbirds  of  the  property  on  any  street  or 
alley;  or  parts  thereof,  in  said  town,  to  cause  the  same  to  be 
graded,  paved,  or  otherwise  improved,  as  the  case  may  be,  if, 
in  their  discretion,  they  shall  think  fit  so  to  do,  and  to  levy  the 
expense  thereof  on  the  property  binding  on  said  street  or  alley, 
agreeable  to  the  extent  of  said  lots  on  the  said  street  or  alley, 
and  to  collect  the  expense  of  grading,  paving  or  otherwise  im- 
proving the  same,  in  the  same  manner  and  on  the  same  con- 
ditions as  shall  hereafter  be  prescribed  by  thi&  act,  for  collection 
of  the  tax  in  said  town."  The  lOlh  section  provides  for  the 
collection  of  assessments  made  in  virtue  of  this  act,  by  warrants 
issued  to  the  bailiff  of  said  town,  in  the  nature  of  n  fieri  facias. 
The  return  further  states,  that  by  virtue  of  the  powers  conferred 
by  this  act,  upon  the  petition  in  writing  of  *•'  two-thirds  of  the 
property  owners  on  Washington  street,  from  Wills^  creek  bridge 
^  j^pmcc  alley,"  the  said  mayor  and  councilmen  passed  an 
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ordinance,  exhibited  with  the  return,  the  title  of  which  is,  ^'To 
grade,  set  curb  stones,  and  pave  Washington  street,  on  the 
west  side  of  Wills^  creek,  in  the  town  of  Cumberland ;^^  and 
which  recites:  **  Whereas  the  owners  of  two-thirds  of  the  pro- 
perty on  Washington  street,  (commencing  at  Wills*  creek 
bridge,  and  terminating  with  the  properly  of  the  heirs  of  Robert 
Swann,  deceased,)  in  the  town  of  Cumberland,  have  petitioned 
in  writing,"  &c.,  and  enacts  that  Washington  street  shall  be 
graded.  That  said  mayor  and  council  men  proceeded  to  assess 
and  levy  the  expenses  of  improving  said  street  upon  said  pro- 
perty holders,  and  issued  a  warrant  to  the  bailiff  of  said  town^ 
in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  said  act,  which  was  duly 
levied  upon  the  property  of  the  appellants.  A  plat  of  said 
Washington  street  was  exhibited  with  this  return,  showing  that 
said  street  extended  from  Wills*  creek  bridge  two  squares  be- 
yond Spruce  alley.  The  court  dismissed  the  petition  and  writ, 
and  gave  judgment  for  costs  against  the  petitioners,  who  ap- 
pealed to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorsey,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
Magruder,  and  Frick,  J. 

By  Perrt  and  Semmes,  for  the  appellants,  and 
By  xMcKaig,  for  the  appellees. 

Chambers,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  return  to  the  certiorari,  to  which  alone  we  must  look 
for  the  facts  on  which  the  questions  depend,  which  are  involved 
in  this  case,  sets  out  the  act  of  Assembly  of  1815,  ch.  136, 
the  petition  and  proceedings  before  the  mayor  and  council,  the 
ordinance  professing  to  execute  the  authority  given  by  the  act 
of  Assembly,  and  (he  warrant  in  nature  of  an  execution  against 
the  appellants. 

The  act  of  1815,  ch.  136,  authorises  the  mayor  and  council 
to  improve  the  streets,  or  pails  thereof,  on  application  of  the 
owners  of  two-thirds  of  the  property  thereon,  and  to  collect 
from  each  owner,  by  a  warrant  in  nature  of  Vi  fieri  fatAas,  his 
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proportion  of  ihe  expense.  A  plat  is  returned^  and  referred  to 
in  the  proceedings  as  proof  of  the  location  of  Washington 
street,  and  the  number  of  owners,  and  the  extent  of  their  pos- 
sessions, by  which  plat  it  appears  that  the  said  street,  com- 
mencing at  the  Wilis  creek  bridge,  runs  too  squares  beyond 
Spruce  alley. 

The  return  also  sets  out  the  petition,  which  asks  for  the  im- 
provement of  Washington  street,  from  the  bridge  over  Wills 
creek  to  Spruce  alley,  and  also  the  names  of  the  subscribers 
thereto,  and  the  calculations  and  estimates  showing  by  what 
data  tJiey  regulated  their  proceedings,  and  proving,  what  was 
not  denied  in  the  argument,  that  in  estimating  the  proportion 
of  property  holders,  reference  was  had  to  those  only  on  that 
part  of  Washington  street  extending  to  Spruce  alley,  and  not 
the  whole  length  of  the  street,  as  described  on  the  plat,  and 
that  the  owners  of  two-thirds  of  the  property  on  the  whole 
street  did  not  apply  for  the  improvement. 

The  ordinance,  which  is  also  set  out  at  large,  is  entitled,  ^'an 
JK  ordinance  to  grade,'*  &c.,  "  Washington  street,  on  the  west 
side  of  Wills  creek;"  and  the  enacting  clause  provides,  ^^that 
Washington  street  shall  be  graded."  It  is  alleged  in  the  re- 
cital, that  '^  the  owners  of  two-thirds  of  the  property  on  Wash- 
ington street,  (commencing  at  Wills  creek  bridge,  and  termi- 
nating with  the  property  of  the  heirs  of  Robert  Swanny  de- 
ceased,) have  petitioned,"  &c.,  and  no  allusion  or  reference  is 
elsewhere  made  in  the  ordinance  to  a  part  only  of  the  street. 
It  is  manifest,  therefore,  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings,  that 
ad  ordinance  has  been  passed  for  the  improvement  of  Wash- 
ington street,  west  of  the  bridge,  on  the  application  of  persons 
professing  to  be  owners  of  two-thirds  of  the  property  on  depart 
of  it,  and  without  the  application  or  assent  of  the  owners  of 
two-thirds  of  the  property  on  the  whole  line  of  the  street  di- 
rected to  be  improved. 

We  think  the  objection  to  this  proceeding  is  fatal.     The  act 

of  1815,  in  terms  requires,  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  exercise  of 

the  authority  conferred  upon  the  corporation,  the  assent  of  the 

owners  of  two-thirds  of  the  property  on  the  whole  line- of  the 

20        V.8 
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Street  or  alley  to  be  improved.  If  a  part  only,  is  to  be  im- 
proved^ the  act  enables  the  corporation  to  gratify  an  application 
made  for  that  object  by  the  owners  of  two-thirds  of  the  property 
lying  on  that  part,  by  an  ordinance  directing  that  particular 
part  of  the  street  to  be  improved.  They  can  only  order  the 
whole  street  to  be  improved  by  an  application  from  two-ibirds 
of  the  property  owners  on  the  whole  street.  The  city  authori- 
ties have  no  power  in  this  respect,  but  in  virtue  of  the  act  of 
Assembly,  and  their  proceedings,  as  in  all  other  cases  of  a  spe- 
cial limited  jurisdiction,  must  conform  strictly  to  the  authority 
conferred  on  them. 

The  ordinance,  therefore,  was  not  authorised,  and  could  con- 
fer no  power  on  the  commissioners  to  improve  the  street,  or 
upon  the  bailiff  to  collect  the  sum  claimed  from  the  appellants 
as  their  proportion  of  the  expenses. 

In  this  view  of  the  case,  it  is  unnecessary  to  decide  the  ques- 
tion which  was  discussed,  as  to  the  authority  of  the  commis- 
sioners of  the  county  to  express  their  assent  as  owners  of  the 
public  property  situate  on  said  street — the  court  house  and  the 
jail. 

In  any  event,  the  amount  of  property  represented  by  the  pe- 
titioners, would  be  less  than  two-thirds  of  all  on  the  whole 
street;  and,  therefore,  whether  the  commissioners  are  to  be  re- 
garded as  owners  within  the  view  of  the  act  of  1815,  or  not, 
would  not  affect  the  result. 

The  question,  whether  or  not  this  appeal  would  lie,  was  dis- 
posed of  in  the  preliminary  stage  of  the  aigument.  An  appeal 
is  given  by  our  statute  law,  in  any  civil  case  in  which  a  writ 
of  error  will  lie.  As  a  general  rule,  an  appeal  will  lie  in  any 
civil  case  where  the  court  below  proceeds  under  its  usual  and 
general  jurisdiction. 

It  would  be  otherwise  in  a  case  where  a  special  jurisdiction 
was  to  be  given  to  the  county  court,  to  be  exercised  in  a  pecu- 
liar mode,  and  not  to  be  proceeded  in  according  to  the  course 
of  the  common  law,  or  where  an  appeal  is  given  to  it  from 
90  ne  inferior  tribunal. 

In  this  instance,  the  court  below  acted  in  virtue  of  its  ordi- 
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nary  jurisdiction,  well  known  as  a  matter  of  common  practice 
as  well  in  the  courts  of  this  State  as  in  the  king's  bench  in 
England,  The  process  by  certiorari^  is  the  appropriate  and 
well  known  mode  by  which  the  superior  courts  examine  into 
the  authorit}'  of  an  inferior  tribunal^  and  ascertain  whether  it 
has  transcended  the  special  powers  to  which  it  is  limited  by 
law.  Whether  any  error  is  to  be  found  in  the  proceeding  of 
the  county  courts  in  the  exercise  of  such,  its  ordinary  jurisdic- 
tion is  clearly  a  proper  subject  of  enquiry  on  appeal. 

We,  therefore,  direct  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  to  be 
reversed,  and  the  proceedings  of  the  mayor  and  councilmen 
of  4he  town  of  Cumberland  to  be  quashed,  for  want  of  juris- 
diction. 

JUDGMENT  REVERSED. 


Joshua  Johnson  vs.  Thomas  J.  Evans. — December.  1849. 

A  father,  in  behalf  of  hie  eon,  then  a  minor,  made  a  conditional  bargain  with 
defendant  for  the  purohaae  of  certain  lands,  subject  to  tho  assent  of  his 
son,  when  he  attained  age,  and  under  this  contract  advanced  to  defendant 
large  sums  of  money  for  the  use  of  his  son,  and  which,  at  the  time  the 
several  advances  were  made,  he  intended  to  give  his  son.  On  attaining 
age^the  son  refused  his  assent  to  this  contract.    Held: 

That  in  contemplation  of  law,  the  money  so  advanced  belonged  to  the  son, 
and  that  he  could  recover  it  back  from  tho  defendant  in  an  action  for  mo. 
ney  had  and  received. 

It  is  no  objection  to  such  recovery,  that  the  contract  for  the  purchase  of  lands 
was  by  parol,  and,  therefore,  void  under  the  statute  of  frauds. 

When  the  contract  is  wholly  rescinded,  either  by  mutual  consent  of  the  par. 
ties,  or  by  virtue  of  a  clause  contained  therein,  the  common  count  lies  to 
recover  money  paid  under  the  agreement. 

If  this  purchase  was  intended  as  an  advancement  in  land  to  the  pon,  subject 
to  the  proTision  that,  on  attaining  age,  he  might  affirm  tho  purchase,  or 
anno]  it,  and  treat  the  adTanoes  so  made  as  a  debt,  then,  as  the  money  was 
only  to  be  the  debt  of  the  son,  by  an  election,  which  could  not  be  made 
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under  a  void  contract,  it  was,  in  le^ral  contemplation,  the  money  of  the  fa. 

ther,  and  the  son  could  not  recover  it. 
Where  an  instruction  excepted  to,  would  not  enable  the  plaintiff  to  rerover 

more  than  the  verdict  would  otherwise  give  him,  this  court  will  not  reverse 

the  judgment,  on  account  of  ita  boing  granted. 
The  plea  of  limitations  is  no  bar,  where  it  is  proved  that  the  defendant,  within 

three  jears  of  tho  commencement  of  the  action,  achnowledged  the  ezia. 

tence  of  the  debt,  without  any  refusal  to  pay,  or  excuse  for  not  paying  it. 

Appeal  from  AUegany  county  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  by  the  appellee 
against  the  appellant.  The  declaration  contains  the  general 
indebitatus  assumpsit ^  and  money  counts.  Pleas,  non  assump- 
sit and  limitations,  in  the  two  usual  forms. 

1st  Exception.  At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  offered  the  testi- 
mony of  Hugh  W,  Evans,  taken  and  rend  by  consent.  Wit- 
ness is  the  father  of  the  plaintiff,  who  came  of  age  in  February 
1841.  In  1839,  witness  made  with  the  defendant  (Johnson,) 
a  contingent  arrangement  on  behalf  of  his  son,  the  plaintiff, 
for  the  purchase  of  certain  lands  in  AUegani/  county,  which 
was  to  be  ratified  or  annulled  by  plaintiff  at  his  discretion,  on 
attaining  majority.  In  pursuance  of  this  arrangement,  witness 
advanced  to  Johnson  large  sums  of  money,  at  various  times, 
between  the  27th  of  July,  1839,  and  the  17th  of  May,  1840, 
amounting  to  $6,397.14,  including  interest.  That  these  ad- 
vances were  on  account  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  was  dis- 
tinctly agreed  and  understood  between  Johnson  and  witness, 
that  the  former  was  to  pay  back  the  money,  with  interest,  to 
plaintiff,  in  case  he  should  decline  the  arrangement  on  attain- 
ing his  majority,  and  that  Johnson  was  to  have  a  reasonable 
time  in  which  to  make  such  re- payment.  That  plaintiff,  short- 
ly after  attaining  age,  declined  to  carry  out  this  arrangement, 
and  gave  notice  thereof  to  defendant  in  the  presence  of  witness, 
early  in  March,  184L.  No  agreement  in  writing  was  ever  en- 
tered into  between  the  parties.  Witness  took  the  benefit  of  the 
insolvent  laws  in  May  1843;  but  at  the  time  he  made  these 
advances  to  defendant,  he  considered  himself  worth  at  least 
$120,000,  over  and  above  all  his  liabilities.  Witness  further 
proved,  that  in  a  conversation  held  with  defendant,  in  August 
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1845;  the  latter  said  he  would  prefer  to  secure  the  debt  due  the 
plaintiff,  by  will,  to  which  witness  replied,  that  that  was  not 
the  understanding,  and  that  he  did  not  believe  plaintiff  would 
accede  to  such  an  arrangement.  That  defendant  acknow- 
ledged having  received  these  advances  on  account  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  said  nothing  which  would  induce  witness  to  believe 
that  he  intended  or  proposed  to  evade  pnyment  of  the  debt. 
The  plaintiff  further  proved,  by  M.  T.  Evans,  that  witness 
was  present  at  a  conversation  between  the  plaintiff  and  defen- 
dant, in  reference  to  this  matter,  in  November  or  December, 
1845;  when  the  latter  proposed  to  liquidate  this  claim  by  giving 
the  plaintiff  land  at  a  price.  There  was  no  other  account  than 
this  between  the  parties. 

The  defendant  then  proved,  by  Jacob  Angell,  that  some  7 
or  8  years  ago,  H.  W,  Evans  and  defendant  came  to  witness' 
house;  where  a  conversation  occurred  about  the  land  of  the 
latter,  in  Allegany — the  large  tract ;  that  Mr.  E.  was  to  give 
defendant  $45,000  for  one-hnlf  of  that  tract,  and  to  pay  him, 
as  the  latter  wanted  it,  for  re-building  his  mill,  which  had  been 
bumed.  Plaintiff  was  not  present.  He  understood  that  de- 
fendant was  to  draw  the  money  as  he  wanted  it,  and  the  sums 
so  advanced,  were  to  be  so  much  on  the  purchase.  The  de- 
fendant further  proved,  by  Thomas  Hammond,  ihai  witness 
is  acquainted  with  the  lands  of  the  defendant  in  Allegany, 
The  large  tract  contains  fourteen  thousand  eight  hundred  acres, 
and  that,  in  1839,  $45,000  was  not,  in  witness'  opinion,  a  high 
price  for  one-half  thereof. 

The  defendant  then  prayed  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury, 
that  if  they  find  that  the  agreement,  as  proved  by  the  plaintiff, 
related  to  the  sale  of  lands,  or  some  interest  in  or  concerning 
the  same,  and  was  not  in  writing,  then  said  agreement  is  void 
under  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
recover,  because  his  right  so  to  do,  is  founded  upon  the  validity 
of  such  agreement.  Which  direction  the  court  (Martin,  C. 
J.,  and  Marshall  and  Weisell,  A.  J.,)  refused  to  give,  but 
instructed  the  jury : 

let.  If  they  find  that  there  was  a  parol  contract  between  H. 


158  CASES  IN  THK  COURT  OV  APPEALS 


JohiiflOD  vs.  Evans. — 1849. 


W'  Evans  and  defeodant,  for  (he  purchase  of  (he  land  men- 
(ioned^and  that  this  purchase  was  intended  as  an  advancement 
in  land  for  the  plaintiff^  with  the  provision,  that  plaintiff  might, 
when  he  aUained  age,  elect  to  affirm  the  purchase,  or  annul  it, 
and  treat  the  advances  so  made  as  a  debt,  and  that  the  pay- 
ments so  made  to  defendant,  were  made  with  the  money  of 
H.  W.  EvanSj  in  pursuance  of  this  contract,  then,  as  the 
money  so  advanced  was  only  to  be  considered  as  the  debt  of 
the  plaintiff  by  an  election,  which  could  not  be  made  under  a 
void  contract,  it  was,  in  legal  contemplation,  the  money  o(  H. 
W.  Evans,  and  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover. 

2nd.  But  if  they  find,  that  the  money  with  which  H.  W, 
Evans  made  the  several  payments  to  defendant,  on  the  parol 
contract  stated  in  the  testimony,  was  money  which  he  had 
given  to  his  son,  or  intended  to  give  to  him,  at  the  time  the  re- 
spective payments  were  made,  and  that  the  said  payments  were 
made  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  then,  in  contemplation  of  law, 
the  money  in  controversy  belongs  to  the  plaintiff,  and  he  is 
entitled  to  recover. 

To  which  refusal,  and  to  the  granting  of  the  2nd  instruction 
by  the  court,  defendant  excepted. 

2nd  Exception.  The  plaintiff  then  offered  this  prayer,  ^^that 
if  the  jury  find,  that  at  the  lime  the  said  Hugh  W.  Evans 
paid  the  money  to  and  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  he  intended 
it  as  an  absolute  gift,  and  that  it  was  not,  in  any  event,  to  be 
repaid,  or  to  come  back  to  said  Evans,  but  was  to  be  the  plain- 
tiff's, then  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  whatever  sum  the 
jury  shall  believe  was  so  paid  for  him;  provided  they  also  be- 
lieve, that  defendant  acknowledged  the  existence  of  said  debt 
as  due  to  the  plaintiff  at  any  time  within  three  years  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit."  Which  was  granted,  and  defen- 
dant excepted. 

3rd  Exception.  The  plaintiff  then  offered  his  2nd  prayer, 
that  if  the  jury  find,  that  defendant,  within  three  years  before 
the  commencement  of  this  action,  acknowledged  the  existence 
of  the  debt  as  due  from  him  to  (he  plaintiff,  without  any  re- 
fusal to  pay,  or  excuse  for  the  non-payment  thereof,  the  statute 
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of  limitations  is  not  a  bar  to  a  recovery  in  this  case;  which  was 
granted.  The  defendant  excepted^  and  the  verdict  and  judg- 
ment being  against  him,  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorsey,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
and  Magruoer,  J. 

By  Price,  and  Perry,  for  the  appellant,  and 
By  McKaig,  for  the  appellee. 

Magruder,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  declaration  in  this  case  contained  the  several  money 
counts.  A  verdict  was  rendered  for  the  appellee,  and  of  this 
verdict  the  appellant  cannot  complain,  unless  he  can  show  that 
it  was,  or  might  have  been  the  result  of  erroneous  instructions 
given  by  the  court  to  the  jury,  in  the  course  of  the  tiial. 

There  was  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the  appellant  did 
receive  money  as  the  money  of  the  appellee,  and  the  former 
had  to  prove  that  it  became  his  money  in  consequence  of  some 
valid  contract  made  by  a  person  authorised  to  dispose  of  it,  and 
to  vest  the  title  to  it  in  him. 

The  appellant  insists,  that  the  appellee  cannot  recover  in  this 
case,  because,  according  to  the  proof,  the  money  was  received 
by  him  (the  appellant,)  under  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of 
land,  which,  not  being  in  writing,  is  void  by  the  statute  of 
frauds.  No  doubt  the  contract  in  relation  to  the  land,  could 
not  be  enforced,  especially  at  law,  not  merely  because  it  was 
not  in  writing,  but  also  because,  by  the  terms  of  it,  the  appel- 
lant was  to  remain  the  owner  of  the  land,  if  the  appellee,  when 
be  came  of  age,  refused  to  purchase  (to  make  a  valid  contract 
for)  it. 

According  to  the  proof,  no  purchase  was  made  by  the  ap- 
pellee, and  he  cannot  now  claim  the  land.  It  is  immaterial, 
then,  whether  the  contract  was  in  writing  or  not.  It  was  not 
understood  to  be  a  contract  actually  made,  and  not  to  be  al- 
tered, but  with  the  consent  of  both  parties,  but,  as  a  witness 
states,  it  was  a  contingent  arrangement,  to  be  binding  on  the 
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parties^  if  the  appellee  afterwards  assented  to  it.  It  was  cer- 
tainly no  part  of  that  arrangement ,  that  the  appellant  should 
retain  the  money  which  he  then  received,  whether  he  parted 
with  his  land  or  not.  To  the  contract  thus  made  for  him,  the 
appellee  refused  to  assent.  To  whom  does  the  money  received 
under  such  arrangement  or  understanding  belong? 

The  contingent  arrangement  is  now  not  to  take  effect;  upon 
what  principle,  then,  can  the  appellant  claim  a  right  any  longer 
to  withhold  the  money?  *^  When  the  contract  is  wholly  re- 
scinded, cither  by  the  mutual  consent  of  the  parties,  or  by  vir- 
tue of  a  clause  contained  therein,  the  common  count  lies  to 
recover  money  paid  under  the  agreement."  Chitty  on  Con-, 
tractSy  624.  See,  also,  I  Henry  Blackstone,  65.  Cowper, 
197. 

If  the  appellant  is  to  retain  his  land,  surely  he  is  not  to  re- 
tain money  which  he  received,  because  it  was  to  be  a  payment 
of  60  much  of  the  purchase  money,  provided  the  owner  of  the 
money  afterwards  consented  to  be  the  purchaser  of  the  lands. 
The  money  is  in  the  hands  of  the  appellant;  yet  it  is  not  to  be 
his  money,  unless  it  becomes  a  part  of  the  purchase  money 
to  be  paid  for  land  when  purchased  (by  a  valid  contract,  of 
course,)  by  the  appellee,  from  the  appellant.  It  is  money  re- 
ceived by  the  latter  for  the  former,  if  it  be  not  a  payment,  and 
it  is  not  to  be  a  payment  unless  a  valid  sale  of  the  land  after- 
wards takes  place. 

What  has  been  said,  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the  court  did 
not  err  in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury,  that  if  they  believed 
that  the  agreement,  as  proved  by  the  plaintiff,  (appellee,)  re- 
lated to  the  sale  of  lands,  and  was  not  in  writing,  the  same  was 
void,  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled 
to  recover. 

To  the  first  instruction,  which  the  court,  according  to  the 
record,  gave  to  the  jury,  the  appellant  cannot  object. 

The  second  instruction  required  the  jury  to  find,  from  the 
testimony,  that  the  money  with  which  the  witness  (H.  IF. 
Epans,)  made  the  several  payments  to  the  appellant,  on  the 
parol  contmct,  was  money  which  he  had  given  to  his  son,  or 
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intended  to  give  to  him,  at  the  time  when  the  payments  were 
made^  and  that  said  payments  were  made  for  the  use  of  the 
plaintiff^  (appellee;)  and  if  they  were  so  satisfied,  then  the 
money  in  controversy  belonged  to  the  plaintiff^  and  he  was  en- 
tilled  to  recover. 

This  case  may  be  regarded,  and,  in  fact,  is  a  contract  made, 
or  attempted  to  be  made,  by  one  person  for  another,  its  validity 
to  depend  upon  the  subsequent  assent  of  the  latter.  The 
money  received  by  ihe  intended  vendor,  whether  it  was  ob- 
tained by  loan  or  gift,  the  jury  was  authorised,  by  proof  in  the 
case,  to  consider  as  the  money  of  the  appellee,  to  be  recovered 
back  by  him,  if  the  contract  was  not  ratified. 

In  deciding  any  of  the  questions  which  this  record  brings 
before  us,  we  are  not  to  enquire,  what  were  the  circumstances 
of  the  father  of  the  appellee,  at  the  time  when  any  of  the 
money  claimed  in  this  suit  was  received  by  the  appellant. 
Whether  he  could  afibrd  to  give  so  much  money  to  any  one  of 
his  children,  is  a  question  which  does  not  belong  to  this  case. 

Another  prayer,  so  far  as  it  asked  the  court  to  say  to  the  jury, 
that  the  money  was  the  money  of  the  appellee,  if  the  facts 
therein  stated  were  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury,  is 
correct.  In  this  prayer,  however,  it  is  insisted,  that  the  court 
was  asked  to  assume,  and  in  granting  the  prayer  did  assume, 
that  H,  W,  Evans  paid  the  money  to  and  for  the  use  of  the 
said  T.  y.  Evans.  This,  it  must  be  granted,  was  telling  the 
jury  that  some  money  was  paid  by  the  former  for  the  latter. 
But,  could  this  prejudice  the  defendant  in  the  court  below? 
The  jury  were  to  find  when  the  money  was  received  by  the 
appellant,  the  amount  received,  and  tpio  animo  he  received  it, 
and  without  proof,  which  satisfied  them,  that  the  sums  of 
money  received  by  the  appellant,  for  the  appellee,  were  sufii- 
cient  to  sustain  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  would,  in  effect,  have  been  a  verdict  for  the  defen- 
dant In  the  case  of  the  Turnpike  Company  vs.  Barnes^  (6 
H.  if  J.,  57,)  the  verdict  was  (in  consequence  of  a  misdirec- 
tion by  the  court,)  for  the  defendant,  when  it  ought  to  have 
been  for  the  plaintiff,  but  for  a  sum  less  than  $50,  and,  of 
21        V.8 
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course,  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  non-suited.  The  court, 
for  this  reason,  affirmed  the  judgment.  In  this  case,  it  is  ob- 
vious that  the  words  of  the  instruction,  to  which  an  exception 
is  taken,  do  not  enable  the  plaintiff  to  recover  one  cent  more 
than  the  verdict  would  otherwise  have  given  him.  There  was 
nothing  in  the  exceptionable  words  which  could  mislead  the 
jury. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  last  instruction.  The  plea  of  limi- 
tations could  be'  no  bar  to  a  recovery,  if  the  jury  were  satisfied, 
that  within  three  years  before  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
the  defendant  acknowledged  the  existence  of  the  debt,  without 
any  refusal  to  pay,  or  excuse  for  not  paying  it. 

Upon  an  examination  of  the  record  in  this  case,  we  do  not 
discover  any  ground  for  a  reversal  of  this  judgment. 

JUDGMENT   AFFIRMED. 

Dorset,  C.  J.,  dissented. 


William  Young,  vs.  James  Lyons,  Windham  Robertson, 

AND  OTHERS. — December ^  1849. 

Where  there  are  several  sureties,  and  any  of  them  become  insolvent,  those 
who  pay  the  whole  debt,  can  compel  contribution,  in  equity,  from  the  re- 
maining solvent  sureties,  towards  the  entire  debt  paid. 

Where  the  relief  sougrht  is  common  to  all  the  plaintiffs,  and  oonstitotas  bnt 
one  subject  matter  of  complaint  against  the  defendant,  the  objection  of 
multifariousness  will  not  hold. 

Five  sureties  in  a  bond  of  ^^^i^OO,  paid  tlie  entire  debt,  each  contributing 
the  sum  of  9^0,000,  and  then  filed  a  joint  bill  in  equity  against  another 
co-surety,  for  contribution.  Held  :  that  the  objection  of  multifiLrtoasnees 
to  such  a  bill,  could  not  be  sustained. 

All  parties,  obligors  and  obligees,  are  required  to  be  made  parties  to  the  suit ; 
but  an  exception  to  this  rule  is,  that  if  either  of  the  obligorsi  principal  or 
surety  is  insolvent,  he  need  not  be  made  a  party. 

The  allegation  that  four  co-sureties  were  insolvent,  and  unable  to  pay  at  the 
time  the  bond  hecome  due,  is  not  a  sufficient  excuse  for  not  making  them 


OF  MARYLAND.  163 


Young  vf.  Lyons,  et  aL — 1849. 


parties  to  a  bill  filed  nearly  five  years  afterwards,  and  the  omission  to  alle^ 
insolvency  at  the  time  of  filin|r  the  bill,  is  fata]  on  demurrer. 

The  faet  of  insolvency,  at  a  particular  time,  being  admitted,  does  not  nega- 
tive the  conclusion  I  that  the  parties  may  have  become  solvent  four  years 
aflerwards. 

The  allegation,  that  a  party  **  was  utterly  insolvent  and  unable  to  pay  the 
bond,  or  any  part  thereof  to  the  obligee,  or  his  executor,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, previous  to  the  maturity  of  the  bond,  had  become  utterly  and  hope- 
lewltf  insolvent,  and  that  he  was  dead  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill,"  is  a 
sufficient  excuse,  upon  demurrer,  for  the  omission  to  make  him  or  his  per. 
•onal  representative,  a  party  to  the  proceedings. 

A  demurrer  admits  the  truth  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  bill,  but  does  not  admit 
the  conclusions  of  law  drawn  from  them,  although  they  are  alleged  in  the 
bill.  It  is  not  necessary  to  state  facts  by  positive  averment,  if  the  terms 
be  reasonably  certain  in  their  import,  they  are  admitted  by  the  demurrer. 

Appeal  from  the  equity  side  of  Washington  county  court. 

The  appellees,  five  in  number,  together  with  the  app>ellant 
and  four  others,  became  sureties  of  John  Helhy  in  the  following 
bond: 

"  Whereas,  the  late  Beverly  Randolph  had  agreed  with  John 
Heth  to  sell  to  him  five  hundred  shares  of  the  Black  Heath 
Company  of  Colliers,  for  ihe  sura  of  $50,000;  and  whereas, 
it  hath  become  necessary  for  the  said  Heth  to  obtain  the  pos- 
session and  control  of  said  stock,  with  full  and  complete  au  • 
thority  to  sell  and  transfer  the  same,  and  (o  prevail  with  Charles 
H.  Randolph,  executor  of  Beverly  Randolph,  to  transfer  and 
set  over  to  him,  the  said  Heth,  the  stock  aforesaid,  he,  the  said 
John  Heth,  doih  hereby  undertake,  on  bis  part,  and  the  under- 
signed do  also  undertake  on  their  parts,  for  the  said  Heth,  as 
his  sureties,  that  if  the  said  Charles  H.  Randolph,  executor 
of  Beverly  Randolph,  shall  and  will  transfer  and  set  over  to 
the  said  Heth  the  stock  aforesaid,  that  he,  the  said  Heth,  shall 
and  will,  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  January,  1841,  reconvey 
the  whole  of  the  said  stock  to  him,  the  said  Charles  H.  Ran- 
dolph, executor  aforesaid,  or  that  the  said  Heth  shall  and  will, 
on  OF  before  the  said  first  day  of  January,  1841,  pay,  or  cause 
to  be  paid  to  the  said  Charles  H.  Randolph,  the  sum  of  $50,000, 
being  the  purchase  money  of  the  said  stock.  In  witness  where- 
of, the  said  John  Heth,  and  the  other  parties  to  these  presents, 
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have  hereunto  set  their  hands  and  seals,  this  26th  day  of  No- 
vember, 1839." 

Heth  having  failed  to  comply  with  the  condition  of  the  bond , 
the  appellees  paid  the  whole  amount  thereof,  with  interest,  and 
on  the  23rd  of  August,  1845,  filed  their  bill  in  equity  against 
the  appellant,  one  of  their  co-sureties,  for  contribution.  The 
allegations  of  this  bill  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion  of 
this  court.  The  defendant  demurred,  on  the  grounds:  Ist. 
That  the  complainants  had  remedy  at  law.  2nd.  That  the 
principal  obligor,  and  the  four  other  co-securities,  should  have 
been  made  parties.  And  3rd.  That  the  bill  is  multifarious,  in 
blending  in  one  suit  several  separate  and  distinct  rights,  which 
are  proper  to  be  enforced  by  separate  and  several  suits.  The 
court  (Martin,  C.  J.,)  overruled  this  demurrer,  and  the  de- 
fendant appealed. 

The  cause  was  ai^ed  before  Dorset,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
Magruoer,  and  Frick,  J. 

By  Wm.  Schlet,  for  the  appellant,  and 
By  McKaig,  for  the  appellees. 

Frick,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  present  complainants,  with  Jive  others,  became  the  sure- 
ties of  John  Hethy  in  a  bond  for  the  sum  of  $50,000,  in  which 
<^they  undertake  on  their  parts,  as  sureties  for  said  Heth^  that 
on  the  failure  on  his  part  to  perform  the  stipulations  of  the 
bond,  he  shall,  on  or  before  the  Ist  day  of  January,  1841,  pay 
to  the  obligee  the  said  sum  of  $50,000."  The  bill  states,  that 
when  the  bond  became  due,  and  upon  his  failure  to  comply 
with  its  stipulations,  the  said  John  Heth  was  utterly  insolvent, 
and  unable  to  pay  the  $50,000,  or  any  part  thereof ;  that  be- 
fore the  maturity  of  the  bond,  he  had  become  utterly  and  hope- 
lessly insolvent,  and  unable  to  pay  the  said  sum  to  Charles  H. 
Randolph^  (the  obligee,)  in  his  lifetime,  or  to  his  executor, 
after  his  death;  and  that  the  said  John  Hethy  a  citizen  of  the 
State  of  Virginiay  is  now  deceased.     The  bill  further  states, 
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thai  at  the  tifne  the  bond  became  due  and  payable,  four  of  the 
other  co-sureties  ia  the  bond  were  also  insolvent,  and  unable 
to  pay  any  part  or  portion  of  the  said  sum,  or  to  contribute 
thereto,  and  that  they,  the  complainants,  have  been  compelled, 
and  have  paid  the  whole  of  said  sum  of  $50,000,  each  having 
paid  one-fifth  of  the  whole  sum,  with  interest,  and  they  now 
claim  that  the  defendant  (as  the  only  other  solvent  security,) 
may  be  adjudged  to  pay  to  them  the  one-sixth  part  of  the  said 
$50,000,  or  to  each  of  them  one-fifth  of  the  said  one-sixlh  pait 
of  the  whole  sum,  with  interest. 

To  this  bill  the  defendant  demurs,  and  for  cause  of  demurrer 
alleges:  1st.  That  the  bill  is  multifarious  in  (his,  that  five 
several  and  distinct  causes  of  action  are  blended  in  one  suit; 
and  2nd.  That  the  bill  is  defective,  for  want  of  parties,  inas- 
much as  the  personal  representative  of  tl)e  principal  debtor  and 
the  four  co-sureties  named  in  the  bill,  ought  to  have  been  par- 
ties to  the  suit,  and  there  is  no  sufilcient  reason  set  forth  in  the 
bill,  for  the  omission  to  make  them  parties  thereto. 

It  is  not  contended  here,  that  these  complainants  have  no 
relief  in  equity,  but  that  in  analogy  to  their  rights  at  law,  where 
a  ^oin^  action  could  not  be  maintained,  in  chancery,  also,  a 
separate  bill  must  be  filed  by  each  of  them,  for  his  separate 
quota  oi  contribution.  This  is  not  a  necessary  consequence, 
for  the  jurisdiction  in  chancery  is  less  restricted  than  at  common 
law;  and,  for  that  reason,  in  cases  like  the  present,  for  contri- 
bution, is  the  proper  resort  upon  a  joint  bill.  At  law,  the 
plaintiff  could  recover  no  more  than  an  aliquot  part  of  the 
amount  paid  by  him,  reference  being  had  to  the  number  of 
sureties,  and,  according  to  this  doctrine,  neither  of  the  parties 
here  could  recover  more  than  one-tenth,  even  where  it  is  ad- 
mitted that  other  of  the  co-sureties  are  insolvent.  Cowell  vs. 
Edwards  J  2  Bos.  if  Pul.y  268.  It  is  true,  that  more  recently 
it  has  been  decided,  ^^that  if  one  of  several  sureties  be  insol- 
vent, contribution  at  law,  as  well  as  in  equity,  will  be  accord- 
ing to  the  number  of  those  who  are  solvent."  2  Bailey,  397, 
401.  11  New  Hamp.j  432,  440.  But,  without  stopping  to 
inquire  which  of  these  authorities  would  avail  in  our  courts. 
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it  is  enough  to  say,  that  in  either  case^  it  could  only  be  made 
available  by  separate  actions  at  law.  In  equity^  however^  it 
is  established  y  and  uncontroverted,  that  where  there  are  several 
sureties,  and  any  of  them  become  insolvent,  those  who  pay  the 
whole  debt  can  compel  contribution  from  the  remaining  solvent 
sureties  towards  the  entire  debt  paid.  1  Ch.  Rep.,  34.  See, 
also,  Byers  vs.  McClanahan,  6  G.  i^  J.,  250.  Yet  it  is  here 
objected;  that  each  of  these  complainants  having  a  separate  and 
distinct  interest,  and  without  showing  any  joint  right  or  interest 
in  the  sum  demanded,  or  without  averring  that  the  sum  was 
paid  out  of  joint  funds  or  property,  can  only  enforce  their  rights 
by  separate  and  several  suits.  We  are  told  that  the  rule  in 
Slory^s  Eq.  PL,  sec.  279,  applies  here,  *«  that  where  there  is  a 
joinder  of  plaintiffs,  who  claim  no  common  interest,  but  assert 
distinct  and  several  claims  against  one  and  the  same  defen- 
dant," the  objection  of  mullifarioueneas  is  well  taken.  But 
this  must  unquestionably  refer  to  claims  distinct  and  several  in 
their  nature  and  character;  and  the  illustration  given  proves  it 
so:  ^^If  two  plaintiffs  should,  in  one  bill,  bring  a  joint  de- 
mand and  a  several  demand  against  the  same  defendant^  it  is 
multifarious."  The  incompatibility  of  these  demands  is  ap- 
parent. They  are  dissimilar  both  in  form  and  character.  Not 
80^  where  the  relief  sought  is  common  to  all  the  plaintiffs,  and 
against  the  defendant,  constitutes  but  one  subject  matter  of 
complaint.  By  paying  one-sixth  of  the  whole  sum,  the  defen- 
dant here  relieves  himself  of  all  the  complainants;  and  it  might 
more  justly  be  considered  vexatious  than  otherwise,  to  dis- 
tribute such  a  claim  into  as  many  suits  as  there  are  claim- 
ants. At  all  events,  it  is  not  a  fair  subject  of  objection,  by  the 
defendant,  that  the  suit  is  so  framed  as  to  occasion  him  the  least 
possible  expense  and  inconvenience,  if  othen;inse,  it  violates  no 
settled  principle  or  practice  in  equity.  Cases  may  be  found, 
where  the  interests  of  the  plaintiffs  were  distinct,  and  yet  of  a 
shnilar  nature  against  the  defendants,  in  which  the  objection  of 
multifariousness  has  been  disallowed.  Story^sEq.  Pl.ysec.  635. 
3  Paige,  320.  The  courts,  in  deciding  upon  these  objections^ 
^^seem  to  have  considered  what  was  convenient  in  particular  cases 
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rather  than  to  have  attempted  to  lay  down  any  absolute  rule" 
for  all  cases.  Note  to  sec,  278^  a.  Even  in  a  case  where  there 
existed  no  privily  of  contract,  where  the  sureties  were  different 
parties^and  bound  by  ihree  different  bonds^butall  for  the  same 
principal  and  the  same  engagement,  a  surety  who  has  paid  one 
of  the  bonds,  was  allowed  to  recover  contribution  in  a  bill  filed 
against  the  other,  as  '^  the  result  of  general  equity,  and  on  the 
ground  of  equality  of  burthen  and  benefit."  Deering  vs.  The 
Earl  of  Winchelsea,  2  Bos,  ^  Put.,  270. 

The  case  here  is  predicated  upon  the  privity  subsisting  be- 
tween all  the  sureties  in  one  bond^  and  the  money  raised  by  the 
five  complainants,  for  the  payment  of  it,  was,  by  every  reason- 
able and  fair  construction,  a  joint  fund.  Each  having  advanced 
$10,000,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  $50,000,  is  it  not  obvious 
that  they  must  have  united  together,  and  agreed,  in  equal  pro- 
portions among  themselves,  to  liquidate  the  precise  amount  of 
the  bond,  reserving  against  the  recusant  sureties  their  claim  for 
contribution?  The  bond  was  for  a  specific  sum,  and  the  seve- 
ral amounts  contributed  by  them,  made  but  one  fund,  which, 
by  the  joint  action  of  the  parUes,  satisfied  the  bond.  They 
now  claim  that  the  defendant  shall  pay  his  proportion  of  this 
sum  as  the  sixth  solvent  surety,  to  be  afterwards  distributed  to 
them  according  to  the  respective  amount  which  each  had  con- 
tributed towards  the  liquidation  of  the  bond.  Such,  whatever 
its  form,  would  be  the  character  of  the  decree  in  the  premises. 
Suppose  the  sums  advanced  by  each  had  been  unequal,  yet  al- 
together constituting  the  whole  amount,  would  it  not  be  com- 
petent for  such  of  them  as  had  paid  more  than  their  just  pro- 
portion, to  bring  ail  the  solvent  parties  into  chancery,  for  an 
adjustment  of  the  account,  and  an  equitable  contribution  among 
them?  If  so,  how  can  it  alter  or  affect  the  principle  of  adjust- 
ment among  these  sureties,  that  the  several  contributions  by  the 
complainants,  were  equal  in  amount  on  the  part  of  each  and 
all  of  them?  It  did  not  the  less  constitute  one  fund.  All  the 
sureties  were  jointly  bound ,  and  five  of  them  jointly  paid  the 
b<»id.  Each  was  also  separately  bound  for  the  whole,  and  the 
present  complainants  having  paid,  between  them,  the  precise 
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amount  of  the  bond,  must  necessarily  have  concurred  in  the 
arrangement,  and  constituted  a  fund  to  which  they  are  now 
entitled  to  call  upon  the  others  to  contribute,  to  their  relief. 

This  view  may  be  safely  urged  as  the  only  reasonable  inter- 
pretation of  the  act,  and  the  intent  of  the  complainants;  and 
the  argument  in  the  cause  concedes,  that  where  there  is  one 
common  intent  and  object,  and  the  parties  are  all  jointly  con- 
cerned, and  the  interest  of  one  is  not  to  be  distinguished  from 
the  other,  while  the  relief  sought  by  each  is  of  the  same  sub- 
ject matter,  and  not  different  in  its  nature  and  character,  the 
objection  of  multifariousness  is  removed.  To  exact  five  sepa- 
rate suits  in  a  case  like  this,  would  not  only  lead  to  multi- 
plicity of  actions,  but  would,  in  fact,  be  oppressive  upon  the 
defendant  himself.  If  such  a  course  had  been  here  pursued, 
each  complainant  claiming  separate  contribution  upon  the  same 
subject  matter,  arising  from  unity  of  interest  and  obligation, 
each  bill  alike  in  form  and  substance,  can  it  be  doubted  that 
the  court  would  have  directed  a  consolidation  of  them,  if  only 
to  avoid  unnecessary  costs  and  litigation?  The  objection^ 
therefore,  of  multifariousness,  is  not  sustained. 

The  remaining  question  is,  whether  all  the  necessary  parties 
to  the  bill  have  been  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  court;  four 
of  the  co-sureties  being  omitted  under  the  averment^  ^^tkett  at 
the  time  the  said  bond  became  due  and  payable^  the  said  co- 
sureties in  the  bond  were  insolvent,  and  unable  to  pay  any  part 
or  portion  of  the  said  $50,000,  or  to  contribute  their  proportion?" 
All  parties,  obligors  and  obligees,  are  required  to  be  made  par- 
ties to  the  suit.  But  an  exception  to  this  general  rule  is,  that 
when  either  of  the  obligors,  principal  or  surety  is  insolvent,  he 
need  not  be  made  a  party.  Story^s  Eq.  PL,  sec,  169.  Is 
the  fact  of  an  insolvency  here  sufficiently  alleged,  so  as  to  make 
it  conclusive  upon  demurrer?  In  other  words,  will  the  case 
stated  in  the  bill,  entitle  the  complainants  to  a  decree?  It  is 
alleged  that  these  parties  were  insolvent  and  unable  to  pay  at 
the  tims  the  bond  became  due,  in  January,  1841.  The  com- 
plainants filed  their  bill  in  August,  1845;  and  is  the  inference 
fair  and  sound;  that  the  insolvency  and  inability  of  these  co- 
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sureties  to  coDtribute  any  portion,  continued  and  existed  at  this 
period?    Such  inference  is  necessary^  in  order  to  excuse  (he 
omission  to  make  them  parties  to  the  bill.    The  demurrer  ad« 
mils  the  truth  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  bill.    ^'  It  does  not, 
however,  admit  the  conclusions  of  law  drawn  from  them,  al- 
though they  are  also  alleged  in  the  bill.''     Siory^s  Eq.  Pl.^ 
sec.  452.    '^  It  may  not  be  necessary  to  state  the  fact  by  a  posi* 
live  averment.    If  the  terms  be  reasonably  certain  in  their  im* 
port,  they  are  admitted  by  the  demurrer."    Ibidem^  see-  note  3. 
Can  such  be  said  to  be  the  reasonable  import  of  this  averment, 
that  as  they  were  insolvent  at  the  time  the  bond  was  payable, 
they  were  necessarily  so  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill,  nearty 
five  years  afterwards?    Is  it  sufficient  to  aver,  that  others,  other* 
wise  necessary  parties  to  the  bill,  were  insolvent  four  years  be* 
fore  the  filing  of  the  bill?    Such,  certainly,  is  the  true  import 
of  the  terms  ''  that  they  were  unable  to  pay  or  contribute,  at 
the  time  the  bond  became  due."    And  it  is  not  a  necessary 
consequence,  or  admission  by  the  demurrer,  that  they  continued 
utterly  insolvent  up  to  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  bill,  and 
unable  to  contribute  any  portion  of  their  quota  to  the  relief  of 
the  complainants.     It  can  scarcely  be  maintained,  that  the  in- 
ability which  existed  in  January,  1841,  attached  by  fair  and 
irresistible  inference  and  deduction,  four  years  after,  and  is  a 
deduction  so  strong  as  to  preclude  a  traverse  or  denial  of  it.     It 
may  be,  perhaps,  a  possible  presumption,  but  certainly  not  ir- 
rebuttable; and  the  fact  itself,  being  the  material  one  which  is 
set  up  to  excuse  the  omission,  it  ought  here  to  be  so  distinctly 
introduced  as  to  exclude  all  conclusion  to  the  contrary.    And 
the  fact  admitted,  that  they  were  unable  to  payor  contribute  at 
one  particular  time,  does  not  negative  the  conclusion,  that  it 
may  have  been  otherwise ,  at  another  period,  separated  by  years. 
By  the  proper  construction  of  the  language,  it  would  rather 
imply  that  they  were  so,  and  might,  in  the  intermediate  time, 
have  acquired  the  means  of  contribution.     At  all  events,  the 
allegation  is  not  brought  down  to  the  period  of  filing  the  bill, 
in  terms,  or  by  any  sound  legal  inference  from  the  averments  of 
the  bill,  and  the  omission  is  fatal  in  its  present  form. 
22        v.8 


170  CASES  IN  THE  COURT  OF  APPEALS 

Md.  and  N.  Y.  Coal  and  Iron  Co^  m.  Wingert.— 1849. 

With  respect  to  Hethy  the  principal  in  the  bond,  the  aver- 
ment of  his  insolvency  is  deemed  sufficient.  It  is  alleged,  with 
regard  to  him,  '^  that  he  was  utterly  insolvent,  and  unable  to 
pny  the  sum,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  obligee,  in  his  lifetime, 
or  to  his  executor,  after  his  death;  but,  on  the  contrary,  previ- 
ous to  the  maturity  of  the  bond,  had  become  uUeriy  and  /uy>e' 
lessly  insolvent."  The  bill  further  states,  that  Heih  was  de- 
ceased at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill,  and  all  this  conceded, 
afibrds  a  sufficient  excuse  for  the  omission  to  invoke  his  name 
into  the  proceedings.  We  consider  these  views  confirmed  by 
the  case  of  Byers  vs.  McClancAan,  6  G,  ^  J.y  250,  and  the 
cases  there  cited.  See,  also,  3  6rttf,  at  page  94,  Clageti  vs» 
Worthitigton. 

REMANDED  UNDER  THE  ACT  OF  1832,  CH. 

302,  FOR  FURTHER  PROCEEDINGS. 


Maryland  and  New  York  Coal  and  Iron  Company,  vs. 
Philip  Wingert. — December^  1849. 

The  answer  of  a  corporation,  under  iU  corporate  seal,  hue  the  same  force  and 
effect,  as  evidence,  as  the  answer  of  an  individual  not  under  oath  would 
have  in  a  like  case,  and  no  other  or  grreater. 

Where  a  party  purchases  lands  with  knowledge,  actual  or  implied,  of  an  oat- 
standing  incumbrance,  he  must  stand  in  the  same  situation  in  which  bis 
vendor  stood  before  alienation. 

A  bond  of  a  mortgagor,  for  96|000,  secured  by  mortgage,  was  paid  at  its  ma. 
turity,  (1st  of  April,  1839.)  by  a  check  of  the  obligor  for  $5,000,  and  his 
promissory  note  for  91,270,  payable  1st  of  April,  1840.  Receipts  for  this 
check  and  note  were  endorsed  on  the  bond,  which  was  delivered  up  to  the 
obligor.    The  note  not  being  paid  at  maturity,  it  was  H«i.d  : 

That,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  an  express  agreement  to  that  effect,  these 
receipts,  and  the  delivery  up  of  the  bond,  did  not  extinguish  the  lien  of  the 
mortgage. 

The  acceptance  of  a  note  will  not  extinguish  a  debt,  unless  there  be  an  ex- 
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preas  contract  or  agreement  to  reoeiTe  it  at  an  absolnte  payment,  and  to  ran 
the  risk  of  its  being  paid. 
The  issaing,  by  conseot  of  parties,  a  commission  to  take  testimony  generally, 
without  limitation  as  to  the  nature  and  purpose  thereof,  is  regarded,  in 
Maryland^  as  an  admission  that  the  issues  are  made  up,  and  the  general 
replication  to  defendant's  answer  entered. 

Appeal  from  the  equity  side  of  Washington  county  court. 

The  original  bill  was  filed  by  the  appellee,  on  the  5th  of 
March,  1842,  for  the  sale  of  certain  lands  which  had  been 
mortgaged  to  him  by  one  Lewis  Howelly  and  afterwards  con-. 
Teyed  by  said  Howell  to  the  appellant,  for  payment  of  a  balance 
due  on  the  mortgage  debt.  The  allegations  of  both  the  origi- 
nal and  amended  bills  and  answers  thereto,  together  with  the 
facts  in  the  case,  the  several  exhibits  filed  in  the  cause,  and  the 
testimony  taken  under  the  commission,  are  sufficiently  stated  in 
the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  answers  were  under  the  corporate  seal  of  the  defendant, 
attested  by  the  signature  of  its  president.  After  the  answer  to 
the  amended  bill  was  filed,  a  commission  was  issued,  by  agree- 
ment of  parties,  to  take  testimony  on  the  part  both  of  com- 
plainant and  defendant,  and  it  does  not  appear  from  the  record, 
that  the  general  replication  was  ever  entered. 

On  the  3rd  of  November,  1848,  the  court  (Martin,  C.  J.,) 
passed  a  decree  for  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  prayer  of  the  bill.  From  this  decree  the 
defendant  appealed. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorset,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
Spencb,  Magruder,  and  Frick,  J. 

By  Semmes,  and  Perry,  for  the  appellant,  and 
By  Wm.  Price,  for  the  appellee. 

Spence,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  allegations  in  the  original  bill  are,  that  on  the  28th  day 
of  May,  in  the  year  1838,  a  certain  Lewis  Howelly  then  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  being  indebted  to  the  complainant  in  sundry 
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large  sums  of  money ^  viz:  the  sum  of  $6^000^  payable  on  the 
Ist  day  of  Aprils  1839;  also  in  the  sum  of  $3,250,  payable 
the  Ist  day  of  April,  1840;  also  the  sum  of  $3,260,  payable 
the  1st  day  of  April,  1841 ;  and  also  in  sundry  other  large  sums 
of  money  not  then  demandable;  and  intending  to  secure  the 
payment  of  the  said  several  sums  of  money  to  the  complainant, 
did,  on  the  28th  day  of  April,  1838,  convey  to  the  complainant 
certain  real  estate  in  Allegany  county,  particularly  described 
in  said  deed.  In  which  deed  there  is  a  condition,  that  it  should 
be  void,  if  said  HotDell  paid  the  said  several  sums  at  the  said 
several  times  in  the  said  deed  stated. 

The  bill  also  charges,  that  said  HoweU  did,  on  the  31st  day 
of  October,  1838,  by  his  deed,  convey  to  the  Maryland  and 
New  York  Iron  and  Coal  Company y  the  same  real  estate 
mortgaged  to  the  complainant.  That  the  Maryland  and  New 
York  Iron  and  Coed  Company  was^  at  the  date  of  said  deed 
to  them,  and  had  continued  to  be,  a  body  corporate.  The  bill 
states,  that  said  Howell  had  not  paid  either  of  the  said  several 
sums  of  money,  or  any  part  of  them^  or  either  of  them,  but 
admits  that  the  complainant  had  been  paid,  by  said  company, 
sundry  sums.  It  admits  the  payment  of  $3,250,  and  the  in- 
terest thereon,  which  was  demandable  on  the  1st  day  of  April, 
1841 ;  the  payment  of  the  sum  which  was  demandable  on  the 
1st  day  of  April>  1840,  and  the  interest  which  had  accrued 
thereon .  And  of  the  sum  of  $6,000,  which  was  payable  on  the 
1st  day  of  April,  1830>  the  complainant  admits  the  payment 
of  $5,000,  together  with  the  interest  thereon,  but  charges  ex- 
pressly, that  of  this  last  mentioned  sum,  there  remained  due 
and  unpaid  the  sum  of  $1,000,  with  interest  thereon,  from  the 
1st  day  of  October,  1838.  The  answer  of  the  respondent,  to 
the  bill,  admits  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  except  that  the  seve- 
ral sums  of  money  charged  by  the  bill  or  any  part  of  either  of 
them,  was  still  due  and  unpaid,  but  avers  that  each  and  all  of 
said  several  sums  of  money  had  been  paid,  and  the  bonds  or 
single  bills,  the  evidence  of  said  indebtedness,  had  been  sur- 
rendered and  delivered  up  to  the  defendant,  to  be  cancelled. 

The  respondent  files,  as  exhibits  with  his  answer,  the  several 
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bills  obligatory,  with  the  endorsements  thereon,  marked  defen- 
dant's exhibits  No.  2,  No.  3,  No.  4,  No.  5.  Subsequently,  in 
the  progress  of  this  cause,  the  complainant  asked  and  obtained 
leave  to  file  an  amended  bill. 

The  amended  bill  charges,  that  the  original  contract,  made 
with  the  complainant,  for  the  purchase  of  the  mortgaged  lands 
mentioned  in  this  controversy,  was  made  by  said  Howell  and  a 
certain  George  McOuUohy  as  agents  for  the  Maryland  and 
New  York  Iron  and  Coal  Company y  with  the  complainant, 
and  that  said  Howelly  in  said  contract,  was  the  agent  for  said 
company,  and  nothing  more. 

The  bill  alleges,  that  on  the  day  the  mortgage  deed  was  exe- 
cuted by  said  HoweU,  he  executed  to  the  complainant  bonds 
corresponding  with  the  sums  and  dates  mentioned  in  said  mort- 
gage, for  $19,000;  and  the  bill  admits  that  the  whole  of  the 
mortgage  debt  has  been  paid  to  the  complainant,  except  the 
snm  of  $1,270,  with  the  interest  thereon,  from  the  1st  of  June, 
1839,  part  of  the  sum  of  $6,000,  mentioned  in  said  mortgage, 
and  by  it  made  payable  on  the  1st  day  of  April,  1839,  which 
sum,  or  any  part  thereof,  the  bill  charges,  has  never  been  paid 
to  the  complainant. 

The  amended  bill  charges,  that  at  the  date  of  the  deed  from 
Lewis  Hawell  to  the  Maryland  and  New  York  Iron  and  Coal 
Company y  no  part  of  the  purchase  money  had  been  paid  by 
said  Howell  to  the  complainant,  but  the  whole  amount  of  the 
purchase  money  was  a  lien  on  the  land.  The  amended  bill 
also  chains,  that  the  whole  amount  of  the  purchase  money 
which  had  been  paid  to  complainant,  was  paid  by  said  com- 
pany, and  that  said  Howell  nev%r  paid  any  sum  or  sums  on 
said  claim,  except  as  the  agent  of  said  company. 

The  respondent's  amended  answer  to  the  amended  bill,  de- 
nies that  Lewis  Howell  acted  as  the  agent  of  the  respondent, 
in  the  purchase  of  the  land  in  question  from  complainant.  It 
denies  that  the  purchase  was,  in  fact  or  intent,  made  by  itself, 
through  any  authorised  agent.  The  answer  also  denies  that 
the  whole  of  the  moneys  paid  to  the  complainant,  on  account 
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of  the  purchase  from  him>  or  any  part  thereof^  was  paid  to  hiru 
by  (he  respondent. 

The  first  question  which  the  bills  and  answers  present  for 
our  review  and  decision  is:  Whether  the  Maryland  and  New 
York  Iron  and  Coal  Company  were  bona  Jide  purchasers  for 
valuable  consideration,  without  notice  of  the  lien  of  the  com- 
plainant^ under  his  mortgage  deed?  We  consider  the  answer 
and  amended  answer  of  this  corporation  as  having  the  same 
force  and  effect^  as  evidence,  as  the  answer  of  an  individual 
not  under  oath,  would  have  in  like  cases,  and  no  other  or 
greater. 

By  the  act  of  Assembly  of  1837,  ch.  21S,  passed  on  the  1st 
of  March,  1837,  the  respondent  in  this  suit  was  incorporated 
by  the  name  of  the  Maryland  and  New  York  Iron  and  Coal 
Company.  The  only  persons  named  in  this  act  as  corporators, 
are  Leiois  Howelly  Benjamin  B,  Howell,  and  Henry  W. 
HoweU.  It  is  shown  by  Mr,  Semmes^  evidence,  that  Benja- 
min B.  Howell,  who  was  the  father  of  Lewis  HoweU,  was 
president  of  the  company  at  (he  time  of  these  transactions  be- 
twent  L,  HoweU  and  P.  Wingert, 

The  complainant's  exhibit  C,  which  is  the  original  contract 
made  with  Wingert,  for  the  lands  in  question,  was  executed 
on  the  22od  day  of  May,  1838,  by  Philip  Wingert  of  the  one 
part,  and  Lewis  HoweU  of  the  other,  by  George  McOuUoh, 
his  agent.  This  land  was  conveyed  by  deed  of  bargain  and 
sale,  by  Wingert,  the  complainant,  to  Lewis  HoweU,  the  re- 
spondent, on  the  23rd  day  of  May,  1838.  The  mortgage  deed 
and  bills  obligatory,  for  securing  the  purchase  money  for  said 
land,  were  executed  by  Letois  HoweU,  in  favor  of  PhUip  Win- 
gert, on  the  28ih  day  of  May,  1838.  The  deed  from  Lewis 
HoweU  to  the  Maryland  and  New  York  Iron  and  Coal  Com- 
pany, is  dated  (he  31st  of  October,  1838. 

We  may  here  premise,  that  we  are  led  into  the  inquiry  of 
the  bona  fides  of  the  sale  of  this  land  from  HoweU  to  the  com- 
pany, without  notice  of  the  incumbrance  under  WingerVs 
mortgage,  from  the  argument  of  the  appellant's  solicitor,  and 
not  from  such  a  defence  set  up  by  the  answer.     The  answer 
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does  not  cbaiige  that  the  Maryland  and  New  York  Iron  and 
Coal  Company  was  a  bonajide  purchaser  of  this  laad^  without 
notice  of  Wingert^s  lien  under  his  mortgage  deed. 

We  think  the  facts  and  circumstances,  in  connection  with 
the  evidence  disclosed  in  the  record, go  very  far  to  establish  the 
fact,  that  Lewis  Howell  was  acting  in  the  character  of  agent 
or  representative  of  this  company,  in  the  purchase  of  this  land. 
The  first  section  of  the  act  of  incorporation  (1837,  ch.  218,) 
names  but  three  individuals,  the  first  of  whom  \s  Lewis  Howell. 
The  second  section  fixes  the  amount  of  capital  stock  of  said 
company,  to  wit:  five  thousand  shares,  of  one  hundred  dollars 
each,  of  which  the  lands  and  mines  of  the  said  Lewis  Howell, 
in  Allegany  county,  shall  constitute  a  part.  This  provision  of 
the  act  referred  to  the  lands  which  said  Howell  owned  at  the 
time  of  its  enactment,  namely,  the  3rd  of  March  1837. 

George  McOulloh,  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  complainant, 
by  whom  the  contract  for  this  land  was  made  with  Wingert, 
as  set  forth  in  complainant's  exhibit  C,  when  interrogated 
'^whether  the  lands  in  relation  to  which  the  said  agreement 
was  made,  were  or  were  not  intended,  at  the  time,  for  the 
Maryland  and  New  York  Iron  and  Coal  Company  9^^  answers 
and  says, 'Uhat  he  believes  they  were;  Mr.  Benjamin  B. 
Howell  and  Lewis  Howell  sent  him  to  Hagerstown,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  the  purchase  of  Mr.  Wingert,  for  the  com- 
pany." To  the  question,  whether  Lewis  Howell  purchased 
the  lands  with  his  own  means,  or  the  means  of  others?  an- 
swers,''that  the  lands,  as  he  believes,  were  paid  for  by  the 
means  of  others;  the  Messrs.  Howells  told  him  they  were  rais- 
ing money  from  certain  gentlemen,  their  associates,  and  were 
also  using  money  of  their  own  in  making  the  purchases  " 

We  think  that  the  amended  answer  of  the  respondent  throws 
very  convincing  light  on  this  question  of  notice  or  knowledge 
of  the  transaction  between  Howell  and  Wingert.  It  slates, 
''  that  after  this,  defendant  had  purchased  the  same  land  from 
the  said  Howell,  it,  of  course,  became  interested  to  know 
whether  the  bonds  executed  as  aforesaid, by  the  said  Howell  to 
the  complainant,  and  which  had  been  secured  by  a  mortgage 
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on  the  lands,  as  aforesaid,  were  paid,  and  taken  up,  and  ean« 
celled."  ''  That  the  first  payment  which  this  defendant  under- 
took to  make  to  the  said  complainant,  in  discharge  ct  any  of 
the  said  bonds,  was  the  payment  of  the  bond  falling  due  the  Isl 
day  of  April,  1842." 

The  answer  further  states,  ^^  that  an  adjustment  and  final 
settlement  of  all  business  between  this  defendant  and  the  said 
Letais  Howell,  having  previously  taken  place,  and  said  adjust- 
ment and  settlement  having  been  made  in  part,  upon  the  basis 
that  the  unpaid  bonds  held  by  the  complainant,  were  to  be  paid 
and  discharged  by  this  defendant,  it  thereupon  took  upon  itself 
the  duty,  as  it  was  bound  to  do,  of  paying  these  bonds." 

No  unbiased  mind  can  read  this  answer  without  coming  to  the 
conclusion,  that  the  respond.ent  had  not  only  such  knowledge  of 
this  transaction  between  HoweU  and  Wivgert^^iki  especially  of 
the  bonds  and  mortgage  which  Wingert  held  against  HoweU 
and  the  land,  as  to  put  the  company  upon  inquiry,  but  thai 
this  company  assumed  and  promised  to  pay  off  and  discharge 
these  incumbrances.  It  is  true  the  answer  insists,  that  the  re- 
spondent considered  the  surrender  of  the  bill  obligatory,  with 
the  endorsements  thereon,  which  was  payable  the  1st  of  April, 
1837,  an  extinguishment  of  the  debt  for  which  it  was  given. 
These  endorsements  were  a  receipt  for  a  check  on  the  Mineral 
Bank  of  Maryland^  for  $5,000,  and  a  receipt  for  a  promissory 
note  of  Limns  Hoioell,  for  $1 ,270. 

The  answer  admits  knowledge  of  the  fact,  that  the  debt  of 
which  this  bill  obligatory  was  evidence,  was  secured  by  the 
mortgage. 

From  the  evidence  and  admissions  in  this  case,  it  is  our 
opinion  that  the  respondent  acted  with  full  knowledge,  actual 
or  implied,  and  must,  therefore,  stand  in  the  same  situation 
UB  Lewis  Howell  would  have  done,  if  he  had  not  aliened  these 
lands. 

The  next  question  which  we  are  to  consider  is:  did  the  sur- 
render and  delivery  up  of  the  bill  obligatory,  which  became  de- 
mandable  on  the  Ist  day  of  April,  1839,  extinguish  Wingert^s 
lien  under  his  mortgage? 
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Cfiief  Justice  Parsons  says,  id  the  case  of  Davis  vs.  May- 
nard,  9  Mass.  /?.,  237:  <^The  mortgage  and  the  note  were 
two  distinct  securities.  Nothing  but  the  payment  of  the  debt 
will  discharge  the  mortgage." 

The  case  of  Gletm  vs.  Smithy  2  O.  Sf  J.y  512,  decides, 
'^  that  to  give  to  the  acceptance  of  a  note  the  effect  of  an  abso- 
lute payment  or  extinguishment  of  a  debt,  a  contract  that  it 
should  be  so,  must  be  shown;  an  express  agreement  to  receive 
it  as  payment,  and  to  run  the  risk  of  its  being  paid,  which  is 
not  suflSciently  done  by  the  receipt  in  this  case." 

It  was  insisted ,  in  the  argument  of  this  case,  that  an  express 
agreement  was  not  the  only  mode  by  which  the  acceptance  of 
HowdVs  promissory  note  could  be  made  to  operate  an  extin- 
guishment of  the  mortgage  debt.  But  that  such  an  under- 
standing of  the  parties  might  be  implied  from  facts  and  circum- 
stances. 

If  we  were  disposed  to  admit  this  doctrine,  which  we  do  not, 
since  the  decision  in  Glenn  vs.  Smith,  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances in  this  case  would  not  justify  such  an  implication.  To 
infer,  from  the  fact  of  Wingert^s  delivering  up  of  Howell^s 
bill  obligatory,  and  taking  his  promissory  note  for  a  balance 
which  was  due  on  it,  which  balance  was  secured  by  a  mort- 
gage, is  proof  that  he,  Wingerty  intended  thereby  to  extinguish 
his  lien  under  his  mortgage,  and  take  the  risk  of  collecting  the 
money,  though  the  note  only  would  be  to  presume  Wingert 
destitute  of  the  care  and  prudence  which  every  man  of  com- 
mon prudence  would  exercise  in  such  a  transaction. 

That  these  acts  will  not  work  an  extinguishment  of  a  mort- 
gagee's lien,  is  conclusively  settled  on  authority.  Vide  the  case 
of  Teed  vs.  Carruthersy  2  Younge  and  CoUyer^s  Rep.y  31. 
In  this  case,  a  debt  of  .i*]  0,000  was  secured  by  mortgage  from 
CarrutherSy  the  defendant,  to  Teed,  the  plaintiff.  Subsequent- 
ly, CarrutherSy  the  mortgagor,  gave  to  Teed,  the  mortgagee,  a 
check  for  JSIJOOO,  in  part  discharge  of  the  mortgage  debt.  He 
also  gave  to  the  plaintiff.  Teed,  two  bills  of  exchange,  one  for 
<;fl,600,  and  the  other  for  J'1,500,  intended  to  be  in  discharge 
23        V.8 
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of  the  ^,000^  the  residue  of  the  principal  mortgage  money, 
and  the  interest  then  due  on  the  security. 

Upon  the  receipt  of  the  check,  and  the  bills  of  exchange, 
the  plaintiff  gave  a  receipt  for  the  mortgage  money  and  interest, 
and  the  plaintiff  delivered  up  the  title  deeds  and  mortgage  deeds 
to  the  defendant. 

The  check  for  ^,000  was  subsequently  paid.  The  two 
bills  of  exchange  were  dishonored,  and  not  paid. 

Teed,  the  mortgagee,  filed  his  bill,  and  among  other  things, 
prayed  for  redemption,  and  in  default  of  redemption,  for  a  fore- 
closure of  the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  premises. 

CarrutherSy  in  his  answer,  among  other  matters,  stated  as 
his  defence,  that  in  pm-suance  of  arrangements,  the  plaintiff, 
upon  such  payments  being  made  to  him,  as  aforesaid,  delivered 
up  to  the  defendant  the  mortgage  deeds  and  title  deed,  and  at 
the  same  time.,  gave  to  the  defendant  a  receipt  in  writing,  signed 
by  the  plaintiff,  as  follows: 

"  Received  this  day,  of  John  Carruthers,  Esq,,  the  sum  of 
JPTflOO,  in  cash,  and  two  bills  of  exchange,  as  under,  for  JiS,- 
120,  drawn  by  Messrs.  Carruthers  6f  Co.,  one  dated  16th 
December,  for  ^l  ,620,  the  other  dated  the  23rd  of  December, 
for  ^1,500,  and  which  check  for  .;ffT,000,  and  bills  for  ^3,120, 
making,  together,  ^10,120,  are  in  full  of  principal  and  interest 
due  to  me  upon  a  mortgage  of  Mr.  CamUhers,  freehold  pro- 
perty in  Kent  and  Sussex,  for  ^10,000;  and  I  do  hereby  un- 
dertake, when  required,  to  execute  a  conveyance  of  said  pro- 
property.  Thomas  Teed." 

The  vice  chancellor,  in  his  opinion  in  this  case  says:  ^*  If  I 
were  satisfied  that  the  agreement  between  them  was  understood 
and  intended  by  them  to  be,  that  the  mortgaged  estate  should 
be  absolutely  discharged,  whether  the  bills  were  honored  or  dis- 
honored, productive  or  waste-paper,  however  unusual  or  im- 
provident I  might  consider  such  an  agreement,  I  might  very 
possibly  have  thought  it  right  to  give  effect  to  such  a  contract 
clearly  proved."  The  vice  chancellor,  in  this  case,  decreed  a 
foreclosure. 

It  was  suggested,  in  the  argument,  that  no  replication  had 
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been  filed  in  this  case.  Id  England^  after  a  commission  has 
been  issued  by  consent^  and  testimony  has  been  taken,  courts 
of  equity  consider  the  replication  so  much  a  matter  of  form,  as 
that  they  will  allow  it  to  be  filed  nunc  pro  tuncj  even  after  de- 
cree.    Mosely^s  Rep.y  296,  Rodney  vs.  Hare,  et  al. 

In  Maryland f  the  issuing,  by  consent  of  parlies,  a  commis- 
sion to  take  testimony  generally,  without  limitation  as  to  the 
nature  and  purposes  thereof,  is  regarded  as  an  admission  that 
the  issues  are  made  up,  and  that  the  general  replication  to  the 
defendant's  answer,  has  been  entered  by  the  complainant.  To 
reject,  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant,  the  testimony  taken 
under  such  circumstances,  would  work  surprise  upon  the  plain- 
tiflr.  And  to  permit  such  an  objection,  when  not  taken  in  the 
court  below,  to  be  raised  in  the  appellate  court,  where  its  omis- 
sion cannot  be  remedied,  would,  in  its  consequences,  however 
unintentional,  be  permitting  a  defeodant  to  practice  a  fraud 
upon  a  complainant,  which  might  be  fatal  to  his  interests. 

Upon  principle  and  authority,  we  are  of  opinion  the  county 
court  were  correct,  and  affirm  the  decree,  with  costs. 

DECREE   AFFIRMED. 


James  Robinett  vs,  Eeziah  Wilson. — December,  1849. 

Declarations  of  a  party  under  whom  the  defendant  claims,  by  title  subseqoent- 
\j  acquired,  as  to  a  receipt  which  he  was  about  to  execute  to  defendant,  and 
which  constitutes  the  title  paper  of  the  latter,  are  admissible  in  evidence 
against  the  defendant. 

It  is  the  unquestioned  doctrine  of  this  court,  that  receipts  are  not  regarded  as 
written,  conclasive  evidence,  but  may  be  explained  or  contradicted  by  oral 
testimony. 

In  this  case,  a  receipt  given  by  a  son  to  his  mother,  for  his  distributive  share 
of  his  father's  personal  estate,  upon  which  the  mother  administered,  and 
which  was  filed  in  the  orphans  court,  with  the  administration  account,  was 
set  aside  upon  parol  proof  that  it  was  given  without  consideration,  and  was 
not  intended  as  a  bona  fidt  transfer  of  all  the  son's  interest  in  said  estate. 
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Appeal  from  the  equity  side  of  Allegany  county  court. 

On  the  15th  of  January,  1841,  George  R.  Wilson  executed 
a  deed  conveying  to  the  appellant  all  his  real  and  personal  es- 
tate, upon  certain  conditions  therein  mentioned.  This  deed, 
after  reciting  a  mortgage  previously  executed  to  the  appellant, 
to  secure  an  indebtedness  due  him  by  said  Wilsony  and  that, 
'Mn  consideration  of  said  mortgage  debt,  and  upon  the  condi- 
tions hereinafter  mentioned,"  he  is  willing  to  release  to  the  said 
James  Robinett ^  all  his,  '^  the  said  Wilson^s  equity  of  redemp- 
tion in  all  said  real  and  personal  estate,  and  to  vest  a  fee  simple 
title  thereto  in  said  Robinett, ^^  proceeds  to  convey  to  the  latter 
^'  all  the  real  estate  lying  and  being  in  Allegany  county,  in  the 
State  of  Maryland,  or  in  any  other  county  of  said  State,  of 
which  Amos  Wilson,  late  of  said  county,  deceased,  died  seized 
and  possessed,  or  in  any  manner  entitled  to,  either  at  law  or  in 
equity,  which  said  real  estate  descended  at  the  death  of  said 
Amos,  to  the  said  George  W.  Wilson,  as  his  only  heir  at  law," 
consisting,  &c.  '^AIso,  all  the  personal  estate  to  which  the 
said  George  R.  Wilson  became  entitled,  and  is  now  possessed 
of,  as  the  legal  representative  of  the  said  deceased,  consisting, 
in  part,  of  four  negroes,"  (fee.  "  Provided,  nevertheless,  and 
it  is  hereby  expressly  declared  to  be  a  condition  upon  which 
this  indenture  is  executed,  that  the  said  James  Robinett  shall 
provide  a  suitable  maintenance  and  support  for  him,  the  said 
George  R.  Wilson,  and  permit  him  to  reside  and  have  his 
house  on  said  real  estate  during  his  natural  life,  and  shall  also 
provide,  with  the  aid  of  her  own  property,  a  suitable  mainten- 
ance and  support  for  KezicJi  Wilson,  mother  of  the  said  George 
R.  Wilson,  and  permit  her  to  reside  and  have  her  home  on 
said  real  estate  during  her  natural  life." 

Keziah  Wilson,  the  appellee,  was  the  widow  of  said  Amos 
Wilson,  administered  on  his  estate,  returned  an  inventory 
thereof,  and  by  the  order  of  the  orphans  court,  took  posseasioQ 
of  the  property,  and  charged  herself  therewith,  at  its  appraised 
value.  On  the  10th  of  April,  1838,  she  settled  her  final  ac- 
count, and  distributed  the  balance  thereby  due  the  estate^  by 
order  of  the  court,  one-third  to  herself,  as  widow^  and  the  en- 
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tire  balance  of  $598.26},  to  her  only  son^  George  R.  Wilsony 
and  filed  in  said  court  the  receipt  from  said  George,  recited  in 
the  opinion  of  this  court. 

George  R.  Wilson  died  on  the  26th  of  December,  1842, 
intestate  and  wilhout  issue,  leaving  his  said  mother  his  sole  next 
of  kin,  who  disputed  the  title  of  the  appellant  to  the  property 
conveyed  by  the  deed  above  referred  to,  and  the  latter,  on  the 
23rd  of  February,  1843,  filed  his  bill  for  a  division  of  the 
property  conveyed  to  him  by 'said  deed,  and  that  said  Keziah 
Wilson  might  have  her  dower  in  the  real  estate  laid  oflT  and  set 
apart  to  her,  and  charging  that  said  receipt  of  said  George  R. 
Wilson  was  executed  without  consideration,  and  was  null  and 
void,  and  that  said  George,  notwithstanding  said  receipt,  still 
owned  and  was  entitled  to  the  whole  of  his  distributive  share 
of  his  father's  personal  estate,  at  the  date  of  the  deed  to  com- 
plainant. 

The  defences  set  up  in  the  answers  of  the  defendant  against 
this  claim,  and  the  proofs  in  the  case,  are  sufficiently  stated  in 
the  opinion  of  this  court.  On  the  3rd  of  October,  1848,  the 
court  below,  (Martin,  C.  J.,)  passed  a  decree  dismissing  the 
bill,  so  far  as  a  division  of  the  personal  estate  was  asked  for, 
from  which  the  complainant  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorsey,  C.  J.,  Chambers^ 
Spence,  and  Magruder,  J. 

By  Perry,  and  Semmes,  for  the  appellant,  and 
By  McKaig,  for  the  appellee. 

Dorsey,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

There  is  no  dispute  in  this  case,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
deed  under  which  the  plaintiff  claims,  to  entitle  him  to  the  re- 
lief sought  by  the  bill,  unless  the  defences  set  up  against  it  in 
the  answers,  are  established  to  the  satisfaction  of  this  court. 
One  of  those  defences  was,  ^'  that  said  deed  was  obtained  from 
the  said  George  R.  Wilson  by  fraud  and  circumvention,  and 
that,  too,  at  a  time  when  the  said  George  R.  Wilson,  from  his 
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dissipated  habits^  and  physical  and  mental  debility^  was  unfit 
and  incapable  of  making  a  valid  deed  or  contract."  In  sup- 
port of  this  defence,  which,  being  a  matter  in  avoidance,  must 
be  proved  independendy  of  the  statements  in  the  asnwers;  the 
record  furnishes  no  testimony  which  could  give  to  it  the  aspect 
of  a  momentary  bar  to  the  plaiuliff's  prayer  for  relief. 

The  second  defence,  by  which  the  defendant  seeks  to  protect 
herself  against  the  plaintiff's  claim,  is  a  receipt  in  thefoliowmg 
terms: 

"Received,  April  lOih,  1838,  of  my  mother,  Keziah  WU- 
son,  administrator  of  Amos  Wilson^  late  of  Allegany  county, 
deceased,  the  sum  of  five  hundred  and  ninety- eight  dollars, 
twenty-six  and  two-thirds  cents,  in  full  of  distributive  share  of 
the  personal  estate  of  said  deceased,  as  per  account  settled  in 
the  orphans  court  this  day.  George  R.  Wilson." 

^^ Allegany  county,  to  wit: 

On  this  lOlh  day  of  April,  1838,  before  me,  the  subscriber, 
appears  George  R.  Wilsori,  and  acknowledges  the  aforegoing 
receipt  to  be  his  act  and  deed,  for  the  purposes  therein  men- 
tioned. Charles  Heck,  Register." 

It  is  conceded,  as  well  it  might  be,  that  no  part  of  the  money 
consideration,  specified  in  the  receipt,  was  paid  to  him  who 
signed  it.  On  the  part  of  the  plaintifi*,  it  is  insisted,  that  this 
receipt  was  merely  colorable,  without  any  valuable  considera- 
tion being  given  to  obtain  it,  and  that  it  never  was  designed  as 
a  bona  fide  transfer  of  all  George  R.  Wilson^ s  interest  in  the 
personal  estate  of  his  deceased  father.  The  defendant,  by  her 
answer,  alleges,  that  the  said  receipt  "  was  given  by  the  said 
George  R.  Wilson  to  this  defendant  in  good  faith  and  volun- 
tarily, upon  a  good  and  valid  consideration  then  existing,  and 
as  a  full  and  final  dischaige  to  her,  as  the  said  administratrix, 
for  his  share  of  the  said  personal  estate  of  his  father;  and  that 
the  said  receipt  was  intended  and  meant,  by  the  said  George 
JR.  Wilson,  at  the  time  it  was  given,  and  ever  afterwards,  so 
far  as  this  defendant  has  any  knowledge,  to  be  a  legal  and  valid 
discharge  of  the  said  George  JR.  Wilson  to  all  and  every  part 
of  his  share  of  the  personal  estate  of  his  father,  and  of  his  in- 
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terest  therein^  or  to  the  proceeds  thereof^  without  any  coDdition 
or  reservation  whatsoever,  and  without  any  pretence  that  he, 
bis  heirs  or  assigns  should  thereafter  have  any  claim  or  right 
to  any  of  the  said  personal  estate."  In  her  answer  to  a  bill 
filed,  called  a  supplemental  bill,  she  states  to  have  been  ^^the 
consideration  of  said  receipt,  that  this  defendant  was  allowed, 
in  the  settlement  she  made  with  the  said  George  R,  WUsoriy 
the  sum  mentioned  in  said  receipt,  as  a  compensation  for  her 
long  and  laborious  services  in  nursing  the  said  George  R.  WU- 
soHy  night  and  day,  during  his  protracted  illness.  That  at  the 
time  of  this  settlement,  George  R.  Wilson  was  a  sober  man, 
and  knew  and  understood  exactly  how  the  property  and  ac- 
counts were  situated."  By  the  proof  in  the  cause,  and  in  her 
previous  answer,  it  is  shown  that  the  nursing  and  services  ren- 
dered during  this  protracted  illness,  were  in  the  lifetime  of  her 
husband.  In  her  first  answer  she  also  explicitly  declares,  ^^  that 
the  said  receipt  was  not  given  and  received  for  the  purpose  of 
guarding  and  protecting  the  said  George  R,  Wilson  against 
debts,  or  for  protecting  him  against  himself,  or  against  design- 
ing persons,  but  that  the  same  was  given  by  the  said  George 
R.  Wilson  to  this  defendant  in  good  faith." 

It  is  impossible  to  read  the  defendant's  answer  in  relation  to 
this  receipt,  and  not  to  perceive  that  it  was  a  transaction,  under 
the  circumstances  surrounding  it,  of  a  most  extraordinary  and 
anomalous  character.  That  it  required  no  inconsiderable  share 
of  credulity  to  silence  those  doubts  which,  unbidden,  would 
present  themselves  to  every  investigating  mind,  whether  all  the 
facts  connected  with  that  receipt  could  be  fully  and  fairly  de- 
tailed in  the  answers  of  the  defendant.  It  would  be  a  severe 
requisition  upon  human  credence  to  demand  of  it  the  belief, 
that  a  mother  who,  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband,  had  devoted 
herself  for  years,  by  night  and  by  day,  to  the  sick  bed  of  their 
only  child,  would,  so  soon  after  her  husband's  death,  upon  the 
imperfect  restoration  of  her  child  to  health,  and  when  her  ne- 
cessities did  not  require  it,  permit  her  child,  even  if,  in  the  full- 
ness of  his  filial  affection  and  gratitude,  he  were  to  ofier  it,  to 
strip  himself  of  a  large  portion  of  the  small  estate  which  he 
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derived  from  his  father,  and  which,  in  his  feeble  and  hopeless 
health,  was  indispensable  to  his  comfortable  maintenance  and 
support.  A  mother's  feelings,  had  such  an  offer  been  made  to 
her^  would  have  imperatively  prompted  an  instantaneous  refusal 
of  its  acceptance. 

But  this  is  not  the  most  startling  fact  in  exciting  our  doubts. 
It  is  not  pretended,  in  the  answers,  that  it  was  a  voluntary  gift 
of  a  grateful  child  to  an  affectionate  and  devoted  mother;  but^ 
in  the  language  of  the  answer,  it  is  thus  described:  ^Uhis  de- 
fendant states,  in  relation  to  the  consideration  of  said  receipt^ 
that  this  defendant  was  allowed,  in  the  settlement  she  made 
with  the  said  George  R.  Wihon,  the  sum  mentioned  in  said 
receipt  as  a  compensation  for  her  long  and  laborious  services  in 
nursing  the  said  George  jR.  WUsofij  night  and  day,  during 
his  protracted  illness. ' '  What?  A  compensation  demanded  of 
a  son  by  a  mother,  in  a  condition  as  well  to  live  as  she  was,  for 
discharging  a  maternal  duty  in  nursing  their  only  child,  whibt 
living  with  her  under  his  father^s  roof?  Such  an  insinuation 
is  a  reproach  to  the  noblest  portion  of  creation ;  is  contrary  to 
all  observation  and  experience;  and  a  just  regard  for  our  vene- 
rated mothers,  should  forbid  our  accrediting  it,  but  upon  over- 
whelming proof;  certainly  not  upon  the  asseverations  of  an  in- 
terested party.  The  answer  asserts  the  consideration  in  the 
receipt  as  the  result  of  an  allowance  made  on  a  settlement  be- 
tween the  mother  and  son.  What  settlement?  One  of  debits 
and  credits  between  them,  in  which  either  the  son  or  the  mo* 
ther,but  for  this  allowance,  would  have  been  indebted,  the  one 
to  the  other,  in  the  amount  specified  in  the  receipt?  The  proof 
of  both  parties  in  the  record  before  us,  conclusively  demon- 
strates that  there  could  have  been  no  such  settlement,  and, 
consequently,  that  no  such  allowance  as  a  compensation  for 
the  discharge  of  maternal  duties,  rendered  without  hope  or 
promise  of  reward,  could  have  been  made. 

It  cannot  escape  the  most  superficial  peruser  of  the  answers 
in  this  case,  that  the  ingenuity  of  the  defendant  has  been  most 
heavily  taxed,  in  attempting  to  give  a  satisfactory  explanation 
of  the  receipt  on  which  she  relies  in  bar  of  the  plaintiff's  claim. 
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The  suggestion  of  the  settlement  must  be  the  offspring  of  such 
a  perplexing  difficulty.  Some  other  of  the  statements^  too, 
probably  relied  on  in  the  answers  as  sustaining  the  receipt,  may 
well  be  regarded  as  impairing  the  efficacy  designed  to  be  given 
to  it.  Qf  this  character  are  the  asseverations  in  the  answers, 
that  at  the  time  of  giving  the  receipt,  he  was  exempt  from  all 
habits  of  dissipation.  That  the  ^^  receipt  was  not  given  and 
received  for  the  purpose  of  guarding  and  protecting  the  said 
George  R.  Wilson  against  debtS;  or  for  protecting  him  against 
himself,  or  against  designing  persons."  If  (hese  assertions  and 
denials  had  not  been  made  in  the  answer,  and  protection  against 
debts  meant,  as  it  doubtless  did,  debts  subsequently  contracted, 
a  suQicient,  a  praiseworthy  intention,  in  taking  the  receipt  with 
the  import  which  she  ascribes  to  it,  might  then  be  apparent  to 
the  court,  which  would  cheerfully  yield  to  it  its  full  force  and 
operation.  But,  as  it  is  now  before  us,  it  stands  bereft  of  every 
consideration  which  should  stamp  on  it  the  effect  now  claimed 
for  it  by  the  defendant.  It  may,  then,  well  be  asked,  what 
possible  motive  could  have  induced  the  giving  or  accepting  this 
receipt?  The  solution  to  this  inquiry  is  at  once  satisfactorily 
given  by  referring  to  the  testimony  of  George  Slicer^  who  nar- 
rates a  conversation  between  himself  and  George  R.  WUson^ 
and  which,  as  she  claims  under  the  latter,  by  title  subsequently 
acquired,  is  admissible  evidence  against  her;  it  being  the  un- 
questioned doctrine  of  this  court,  that  receipts  are  not  regarded 
as  written,  conclusive  evidence,  but  may  be  explained  or  con- 
tradicted by  oral  testimony.  Slicer  states,  that  before  the  exe- 
cution of  the  receipt,  George  R,  Wilson  stated  to  him,  "that 
the  securities  on  his  mother's  bond,  as  administmtrix,  were  be- 
coming uneasy  about  their  liability  for  her^  and  asked  the  wit- 
ness if  he,  George^  could  not  settle  the  matter,  so  as  to  pre- 
vent his  mother's  securities  from  citing  her  to  court?  Witness 
told  him  he  could  easily  settle  it,  by  giving  his  receipt  in  full 
to  his  mother,  as  administratrix,  and  then  he  and  his  mother 
could  settle  it  to  suit  themselves."  To  this  suggestion  it  is 
more  than  probable  that  this  receipt  owes  its  birlh.  That  this 
receipt  never  was  intended,  by  the  parties  to  it,  to  have  the 
24        V.8 
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operation  now  claimed  for  it  in  the  answers  of  the  defendant, 
is  fully  established  when  we  connect,  with  the  facts  referred  (o 
in  the  preceding  remarks,  the  other  testimony  taken  in  the 
cause.  By  which  it  appears,  that  George  R,  Ff^tfaon,  always 
after  the  execution  of  ihe  receipt,  in  the  presence  of  his  mother, 
claimed  the  same  right  in  the  property  embraced  by  it^  that  he 
had  done  before,  and  that  she  never  denied  his  tide  thereto. 
That  when  informed  by  a  witness,  who  was  sent  by  the  plaintiflf 
for  that  purpose,  that  he  was  about  to  take  a  deed  from  her  son 
with  like  provisions  to  those  contained  in  the  deed  afterwards 
executed,  but  that  he  did  not  wish  to  enter  into  the  arrange- 
ment without  her  consent,  or  unless  she  would  be  satisfied;  she 
replied,  ^Mhat  she  had  no  objections  io  James  Robinett,  she 
would  as  leave  her  son,  George,  should  convey  his  property  to 
him  as  any  body  else."  When  called  on  by  the  creditors  of 
her  son,  or  those  charged  with  the  collection  of  debts  due  by 
him,  she  referred  them,  for  payment,  to  the  plaintiflf;  and  the 
only  anxiety  she  expressed  upon  the  subject  was,  lest  he  might 
be  obliged,  for  the  payment  of  the  debts,  to  sell  two  of  the  ne- 
groes, Ann  and  Beck;  that  if  their  sale  could  be  prevented, 
she  would  be  satisfied. 

Such  conduct  and  declarations  on  her  part,  are  irreconcilable 
with  her  claim,  as  now  asserted  under  the  receipt.  The  an- 
swers of  the. defendant,  so  confidently  relied  on  in  behalf  of 
the  defendant,  interpose  no  bar  to  the  relief  sought  by  the  plain- 
tiflf, are  over-ruled  and  controlled  by  the  facts  and  circumstances 
attendant  on  the  transactions  in  controversy,  any  by  the  testi- 
mony of  John  Davisy  George  Slicer,  Eliza  McElfreshy  Hetiry 
D,  Elbiny  Amos  McEJfrcshy  John  McEl/resh,  and  George 
Robinetty  witnesses  examined  in  the  cause.  The  county  court, 
therefore,  erred  in  its  decree  of  the  3rd  of  November,  1848^, 
ordering  <^  that  the  bill  in  this  case^  so  far  as  it  prays  a  division 
of  the  pei-sonal  estate  therein  mentioned,  be  and  the  same  is 
hereby  dismissed." 

This  court  will  sign  a  decree  reversing  the  said  decree  of  the 
county  court,  and  remanding  the  case  thereto,  that  such  further 
proceedings  may  be  had  thcicin,  as  will  give  to  the  plaintiflf  tin: 
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relief  to  which,  consistently  with  this  opinion,  he  has  shown 
himself  entitled  The  county  court  taking  care  to  require  of 
the  appellant,  that  he  make  such  provision  for  the  appellee  as, 
with  her  own  properly,  will  secure  to  her  a  suitable  mainten- 
ance and  support  during  her  life. 

DECREE  REVERSED,  AND 

CAUSE  REMANDED. 


Wm.  H.  Tuck,  Adm'u  d.  b.  n.,  c.  t.  a.,  of*  Levin  Boone, 
vs.  Benedict  Boone. — December*  1849. 

Tbb  court,  by  the  act  of  1825,  ch.  117»  is  confined  to  the  points  adjudicated . 

by  the  court  below,  and  questions  relating  to  irregularity  of  proceedings  in 

the  county  court,  not  raisod  there,  cannot  be  examined  hero, 
letters  of  administration  de  bonU  nojit  with  the  will  annexed,  are  inoperative 

and  inadmissible  in  evidence,  unless  aatbenticated  by  the  official  seal  of 

the  orphans  court,  by  which  they  were  granted. 
The  seal  of  the  court,  at  the  end  of  the  will,  authenticating  the  copy  of  the 

will,  is  not  sufficient  to  authenticate  the  grant  of  the  annexed  letters  of 

administration, 
The  will  and  the  letters  together,  constitute  the  plaintiff's  title  to  sue  as  ad. 
.    ministrator  de  bonie  non^  with  the  will  annexed,  and  if  the  grant  of  the 

letters  is  defective,  the  rejection  of  the  will  as  inadmissible  to  sustain  the 

issue  joined  on  the  plea  of  ne  unques  administrator,  necessarily  follows : 

Appeal  from  Frederick  county  court. 

In  this  case,  the  plaintiff  below,  to  maintain  the  issue  joined 
on  the  plea  of  ne  unques  administraiory  and  for  the  purpose  of 
proving  his  title  as  administrator  d.  b.  n.,  c.  t.  a.,  of  Levin 
Boone ^  of  Prince  George^ s  county,  deceased,  offered  in  evi- 
dence a  paper  purporting  to  be  the  grant  of  such  letters  by  the 
orphans  court  of  said  county,  which  was  simply  signed,  ^^  Test, 
Philemon  C/ieWy  register. ' '  To  this  paper  was  annexed  a  copy 
of  the  will  of  said  Boone,  in  which  the  testator  bequeathed  the 
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residue  of  his  property  (which  included  the  negroes  in  contro- 
versy in  this  case,)  to  his  wife  Maria  BoonCj  during  her  life. 
The  certificate  at  the  end  of  this  copy,  is  as  follows: 

^'  In  testimony  that  the  foregoing  copy  of  Levin  Boone^s 
will  and  testament^  and  codicil  to  the  same,  are  truly  taken  and 
copied  from  the  originals  filed  and  recorded  in  the  register  of 
wills'  office  for  Prince  George^s  county,  I  have  hereto  set  my 
hand,  and  affixed  the  seal  of  the  orphans  court  of  said  county, 
this  20ih  day  of  December,  1842. 

(Seal.)  Test:  Phil.  Chew,  Reg'r." 

The  defendant  objected  to  the  admissibility  of  this  paper,  on 
the  ground  that  the  letters  of  administration,  contained  therein, 
had  not  the  seal  of  the  orphans  court  of  Prince  George^s 
county  affixed  thereto;  which  objection  the  court  (Marshall, 
A.  J.,)  sustained,  and  rejected  the  testimony  on  said  ground. 
To  this  opinion  and  ruling  of  the  court,  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

The  above  was  the  only  exception  taken  in  the  case.     Issue 

• 

was  also  joined  on  the  plea  of  non  cuL^  and  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  was,  that  the  defendant  ^^  did  not  assume  upon  himself  and 
promise,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  said  plaintiff  above  against 
him  complains^  as  the  said  defendant  above,  by  pleading  hath 
alleged,"  upon  which  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  defen- 
dant. The  defendant  also  demurred  to  the  plaintiff's  replica- 
tion to  the  plea  of  limitations,  the  proceedings  upon  which  are 
fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of  this  court,  to  which  the  plaintiff 
appealed. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorse y,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
Spence,  Mageuder,  Martin,  and  Frick^  J. 

By  C  AUsiN,  for  the  appellant,  who,  among  other  points  stated 
in  the  opinion,  argued,  that  the  judgment  was  erroneous,  be- 
cause, as  the  jury  did  not  find  a  verdict  in  conformity  with  the 
pleadings  in  the  case,  no  judgment  could  be  entered  on  the 
verdict  as  found. 

By  F.  A.  SchleY;  for  the  appellee. 
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Martin,  J.^  delivered  the  opinion  of  tUis  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover  instituted  in  Frederick  county 
court,  by  the  appellant ,  as  administrator  de  bonis  noriy  cum  tcs- 
tamento  annexoy  of  Lemn  Boone^  deceased^  against  the  ap- 
pellee,  to  recover  the  value  of  certain  negroes  mentioned  in  the 
tJeclaration. 

Three  pleas  were  pleaded  by  the  defendant.  Firsts  not 
guilty.  Second,  the  statute  of  limitations.  And  third,  ne 
vnques  administrator.  Issues  were  joined  upon  the  Jirst  and 
ihird  pleas.  To  the  second  plea  the  plaintiff  replied  special 
matter,  showing  that  he  had  brought  the  suit  within  three  years, 
and  that  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  interposed  no  bar 
to  his  recovery.  To  this  replication  the  defendant  demurred. 
The  demurrer  was  overruled.  The  court  decided  that  the 
matters  set  forth  in  the  replication  were,  in  law,  a  sufficient 
answer  to  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations.  No  further 
proceedings  were  bad  with  respect  to  this  plea.  And  in  this 
condition  of  the  pleadings,  the  jury  were  sworn  to  try  the  issues 
in  the  cause,  which  appear  from  the  amended  record,  to  have 
been  issues  in  fact,  joined  upon  the  pleas  of  non  cul.,  and 
ne  ungues  administrator. 

It  appears,  from  the  bill  of  exceptions  taken  in  this  case,  that 
at  the  trial  below,  the  plaintiff,  to  support  the  issue  joined  upon 
this  plea  of  ne  unques  administrator,  and  to  prove  his  title  to 
the  negroes,  as  administrator  de  bonis  non,  offered  in  evidence 
a  paper  purporting  to  be  letters  of  administration  de  bonis  non, 
cum  testamento  annexo,  granted  by  the  orphans  court  of  Prince 
George* s  county.  The  will  thus  annexed,  was  certified  by 
the  register,  as  truly  taken  and  copied  from  the  original,  filed 
and  recorded  in  the  register  of  wills'  office  iot  Prince  Oeorge^s 
county. 

It  appears  from  the  exception,  that  the  defendant  objected  to 
the  admissibility  of  this  paper  as  letters  of  administration  de 
bonis  non^  cum  testamento  annexo,  upon  the  ground,  that  it 
was  not  authenticated  by  the  seal  of  the  orphans  court  of 
Prince  George^s  county.  The  objection  was  sustained.  And 
confined  as  we  are,  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Assembly 
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of  1825,  ch.  1 17,  to  the  points  adjudicated  by  the  court  below, 
it  is  perfectly  mnnifest  that  the  only  proposition  raised  for  our 
examination  by  this  record,  is  thai  whicii  relates  to  the  ruling 
of  the  county  court,  willi  respect  to  the  question  of  evidence 
presented  for  their  decision. 

By  the  thirteenth  section  of  the  act  of  179S,  ch.  101.  sub. 
ch.  3,  it  is  declared,  thai  letters  tcslamenlary  shall  be  granted 
under  the  seal  of  the  orphans  court.  The  form  of  such  letters 
is  then  prescribed.  By  the  second  section  of  the  same  act  of  As^- 
sembly,  sub.  ch.  14,  it  is  provided,  that  if  an  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator shall  die  before  administration  is  completed,  letters 
de  bonis  non  may  be  granted  at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  with 
a  copy  of  the  will  annexed,  if  the  case  require  if,  and  the  form 
of  the  letters  shall  be  as  hereinbefore  directed,  except  that  the 
words,  '^not  already  administered,"  shall  be  added  iu  their  pro- 
I)er  place.  Letters  de  bonis  non,  with  the  will  annexed^  arc  simi* 
lar  therefor,  in  all  respects,  to  the  original  testamentary  letters, 
with  the  single  exception  indicated  in  the  section  to  which  we 
have  referred 3  and  certainly  no  proposition  can  be  more  clear, 
both  upon  the  terms  of  the  acl  of  Assembly  of  1798,  and  the 
general  principles  of  evidence  with  respect  to  the  mode  in  whicli 
the  acts  and  judgments  of  couils  are  manifested,  than  that  a 
paper  purporting  to  contain  letters  of  administration,  is  inope- 
rative, unless  it  is  authenticated  b}^  the  official  seal  of  the  court, 
from  which  it  is  supposed  to  proceed.  The  court  below,  there- 
fore, were  clearly  right  in  rejecting  the  paper  offered  by  the 
plaintiff,  as  his  letters  of  administration,  as  it  did  not  appear  to 
have  been  granted  under  the  seal  of  the  orphans  court.  The 
point  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant,  that  the  seal  at 
(he  end  of  the  will  was  sufficient  to  authenticate  the  grant  of 
the  letters,  cannot  be  sustained.  For  the  register  certifies^  in 
terms  so  clear  and  plain  as  not  to  be  mistaken,  thai  the  official 
seal  was  annexed,  not  as  evidencing  the  grant  of  the  letters  of 
administration,  but  as  testimony  that  the  paper  purporting  to 
be  a  copy  of  the  will  of  Lemn  BoonCy  was  truly  taken  and 
copied  from  the  originals  filed  and  recorded  in  the  office.  It  is 
apparent  from  the  face  of  the  certificate,  that  the  seal  of  the 
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orphans  court  was  introduced  and  used  by  (he  register  to  verify 
the  transcript  of  tlie  will,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  auihenti- 
eating  the  letter?  of  administration. 

The  counsel  for  ttie  appellant  has  also  contended^  that  even 
assuming  that  the  court  were  correct  in  rejecting  the  paper  pur- 
porting to  be  the  letters  of  administration,  they  erred  in  treating 
as  inadmissible  the  copy  of  the  will.  This  proposition  cannot 
be  maintained.  The  will  of  Levin  Boone  was  offered  in  evi- 
dence as  a  paper  annexed  to  the  letters  of  administration,  for 
the  purpose,  as  avowed  by  the  defendant,  of  sustaining  the 
issue  joined  upon  the  plea  of  ne  unques  adminisiraiory  and  to 
establish  his  title  as  administrator  de  bo7iis  nohfCum  tesiamenlo 
annexo.  The  will,  therefore,  could  only  be  regarded  as  com- 
petent evidence  to  support  the  issue  joined  upon  ibis  plea,  as  a 
paper  connected  with  the  lettei-s  of  administration.  The  two 
papers  constituted,  together,  the  title  of  the  appellant  as  admin- 
istrator (fe  ft/^nis  noTi ,  with  the  will  annexed.  The  letters  of 
administration,  and  the  copy  of  the  will,  were  offered  therefore 
in  evidence  as  an  entire  paper.  In  the  absence  of  either,  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  sue  as  administrator,  would  be  incom> 
plete.  And  the  court  having  properly  determined  that  the  let- 
ters of  administration  were  objectionable  upon  the  ground  that 
they  were  not  authenticated  by  the  seal  of  the  orphans  court, 
the  rejection  of  the  will  as  inadmissible  to  sustain  the  issue 
joined  on  the  plea  of  7ie  vnques  cutministrator y  resulted  as  a 
necessary  consequence. 

We  think  there  was  no  error  in  the  ruling  of  the  court  below, 
and  that  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

The  decision  we  have  thus  pronounced,  is  con6rmed  exclu- 
sively to  the  question  raised  by  the  bill  of  exceptions,  and  we 
have  forborne  to  express  any  opinion  upon  the  various  points  dis- 
cussed by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant,  with  respect  to  the 
supposed  irregularity  of  the  proceedings  in  the  county  court, 
as  they  were  not  open  for  examination  upon  this  appeal. 

JUDG.MENT    .AFFIRMED. 
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Greenbury  B.  W^ilson  vs.  Greenbury  B.  Wilson,  Gar- 
nishee OF  Samtjf;l  M.  Tinsley  and  John  A.  Keeoy. — 
Greenbury  B.Wilson,  Garnishee  of  Samuel  M.  Tinb- 
ley  and  John  A.  K^edy,  vs.  Greenbury  B.  Wilson. — 
December^  1849. 

The  term  '*  indebted,"  in  the  act  of  1795,  ch.  56,  regnlating  the  suing  out  of 
attachments,  is  not  to  be  construed  in  a  technical  or  strict  legal  sense. 

An  attachment  may  issue  on  any  demand  arising  ex  contractu,  where  the 
contiact  ascertains  the  amount  of  indebtedness,  or  fixes  a  standard  so  eer. 
tain  as  to  enable  the  plaintiff,  by  affidavit,  to  aver  it,  or  the  jury,  by  their 
verdict,  to  ascertain  and  find  it. 

By  the  contract  in  this  case,  the  defendants  were  to  guarantee  the  inspection 
of  flour  they  were  to  deliver,  and  if  it  should  not  pass  superfine,  were  to 
make  such  deduction  **  as  is  customary  between  the  different  qualities  of 
flour  in  the  place  whore  the  flour  may  be  inspected."  One  thousand  eight 
hundred  barrels  were  delivered,  and  did  not  pass  superfine.     Held  : 

That  this  difierence  could  be  as  easily  ascertained  as  the  value  of  goods  sold, 
where  no  price  is  fixed,  and  this  contract  may  be  the  foundation  of  pro- 
ceedings by  attachment. 

Cross-appeals  from  Bcdtimore  county  court. 

This  was  aa  attachment  sued  out  by  the  appellant^  upon  a 
certain  agreement  referred  to  in  the  opinion  of  this  court.  The 
appellant  made  oath,  before  the  justice  who  issued  the  warranty 
<^  that  Samuel  M.  Titisley  and  John  A.  Keedy,  merchants  and 
co-partners  trading  under  the  name  of  iS>.  M.  Tinsley  Sr  Co., 
are  justly  and  bona  fide  indebted  unto  him,  the  said  Greenbury 
B.  WUsony  a  merchant  trading  under  the  name  of  G.  B.  Wil- 
son ff  Co. J  in  the  just  and  full  suin  of  $900,  over  and  above 
all  discounts,  for  a  deduction  of  50  cents  per  barrel  on  eighteen 
hundred  barrels  of  flour  sold  by  said  defendants  to  the  said 
plaintiff,  under  the  agreement  hereto  attached,  the  said  flour 
not  having  passed  inspection  as  superfine."  The  terms  of  the 
agreement  referred  to,  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion  of 
this  court.  An  attachment  was  issued,  and  returned  -Maid  in 
the  hands  of  Greenbury  B.  Wilson y  trading  under  the  firm  of 
G.  B.  Wilson  SfCo.'*^    The  garnishee  appeared  to  the  capio* 
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attd  pleaded  noti  assumpsit  and  ntila  bona  of  the  defendants 
in  his  hands^  upon  which  issues  were  joined. 

In  the  course  of  the  trial, and  after  evidence  had  been  offered 
to  the  jury,  which  the  opinion  of  this  court  renders  it  unneces- 
sary to  state,  the  defendants  offered  four  prayers,  one  of  which, 
only,  the  court  (Le  Grand,  J.,)  granted,  viz:  '^That  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover,  because  (he  claim  in  this  case 
is  for  unliquidated  damages,  as  shown  in  the  proceedings  in  this 
case."  The  plaintiff  excepted  to  the  granting  of  this  prayer, 
and  the  defendants  excepted  to  the  refusal  to  grant  the  other 
prayers,  and  both  parties  appealed  to  this  court.  The  propriety 
of  granting  the  above  prayer,  was  the  only  question  decided  by 
this  court,  and  a  statement  of  the  testimony  and  the  other 
prayers  is,  therefore,  unnecessary. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorsey,  C.  J.,  Chambers^ 
Spence,  Magruder,  and  Frick,  J. 

By  T.  P.  Scott,  for  WUsmy  the  jJaintiff,  and 
By  Mayer  and  Buchanan,  for  the  defendants, 

Spence,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

This  was  a  proceeding  by  way  of  attachment  in  Baltimore 
county  court. 

The  record  states  the  proceeding  as  follows : 

Be  it  remembered,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  twenty-first 
day  of  December,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  forty-four,  Thomas  Hanson  Belty  Esqr.,  one  of 
the  justices  of  the  State  of  Maryland y  in  and  for  the  city  of 
Baltimorey  pursuant  to  an  act  of  the  General  Assembly  of 
Maryland,  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  sent  to  the  clerk 
of  Baltimore  county  court  here  a  certain  affidavit  made  before 
him,  with  an  agreement  thereto  annexed. 

The  agreement  produced  to  the  justice  of  the  peace,  by 
Oreejtbury  B.  Wilson^  at  the  time  of  making  the  affidavit, 
among  other  stipulations,  contains  the  following  one : 

**  It  is  further  understood,  Messrs.  S.  M,  Tinsley  Sf  Co.  are 
26        V.8 
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to  guarantee  the  iaspectioa  of  the  flour,  and  if  the  flour  should 
not  pass  superfine^  then  the  said  Wiban  is  to  furnish  Messrs. 
S.  M.  Tindey  if  Co.  with  the  inspector's  certificate  of  the 
qualities  of  the  flour  as  passed  by  him^  and  Messrs-  S,  M. 
Tinsley  Sf*  Co,  are  bound  to  make  such  reduction  as  is  cus- 
tomary, between  the  difierent  qualities  of  flour  in  the  place 
where  the  flour  may  be  inspected." 

Upon  the  affidavit  of  Orecnbury  B.  WUson,  the  justice  of 
the  peace  issued  his  warrant  to  the  clerk  of  Baltimore  county 
court,  to  issue  a  writ  of  attachment,  which  the  clerk  accord- 
ingly did.  The  attachment  was  laid,  and  the  garnishee  ap- 
peared by  counsel,  and  pleaded  non  assumpsU  and  ntdla  bofia^ 
and  upon  these  pleas,  issues  were  joined.  After  the  evidence 
had  been  ofiered  to  the  jury,  several  prayers  were  offered  to  the 
court,  for  instructions  to  the  jury,  by  the  defendant,  all  of  which 
were  refused  by  the  court,  but  the  following  one: 

'^  The  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  because  his  claim  is  for  un- 
liquidated damages."  This  instruction  the  county  court  gave, 
and  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

This  instruction  presents  the  only  question  for  our  decision 
in  this  case.  That  the  term  ^^  indebted,"  in  the  act  of  1795, 
is  not  to  be  construed  in  a  technical  or  strict  legal  sense,  is  mani- 
fest from  its  association  and  connection  with  the  terms  used  in 
the  same  section.  After  directing  that  the  creditor  shall  make 
oath  that  the  debtor  is  bona  fide  indebted,  &c.,  ^^and  at  the 
same  time  producing  the  bond  or  bonds,  bill  or  bills,  protested 
bill  or  bills  of  exchange,  promissory  note  or  notes,  or  other  in- 
strument or  instruments  of  writing,  account  or  accounts,  by 
which  the  said  debtor  is  so  indebted,  the  justice  of  the  peace  is 
authorised  and  required  forthwith  to  issue  his  warrant  to  the 
clerk,"  &c. 

The  claim  on  which  the  justice  issued  his  warrant,  was  pre- 
sented to  him  at  the  time  he  awarded  the  warrant,  and  the 
question  was,  whether  this  demand  arose  ex  contractu,  and  the 
the  contract  ascertained  the  amount  of  indebtedness?  or  was  it 
susceptible  of  ascertainment  by  some  standard  fixed  by  the 
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contract  itself,  so  certain  as  to  enable  the  plaintiff  by  aflSdavit 
to  aver  it,  or  the  jury,  by  their  verdict,  to  ascertain  and  find  it? 

The  contract  was,  that  Tinsley  4*  Co<  were  to  guarantee  the 
inspection  of  the  flour  which  they  were  to  deliver,  and  if  it 
should  not  pass  superfine,  then  said  WUsoti  was  to  furnish 
Tinsley  if  Co.  with  the  inspector's  certificate  of  the  flour,  as 
passed  by  him,  and  Tinsley  ^  Co.  were  to  make  such  deduc- 
tion as  was  customary  between  the  different  qualities  of  fl<vir  in 
the  place  where  the  flour  might  be  inspected,  and  superfine 
flour.  Wilson  swore  that  the  eighteen  hundred  barrels  of  flour 
did  not  pass  superfine,  and  that  the  difference  in  the  value  of 
flour,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  place  where  it  was  in- 
spected, was  fifty  cents  per  barrel,  and  that  the  said  Tinsley  ^ 
Co,  were  bona  fide  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  just  and 
full  sura  of  $900,  over  and  above  all  discounts.  The  standard 
was  the  difference  in  the  value  of  the  flour  at  the  place  where 
in  was  inspected,  between  flour  superfine,  and  flour  superfine 
bad.  This  was  as  easily  ascertained  as  the  value  of  goods  sold, 
where  no  price  was  fixed  as  to  value.  The  standard  was  so 
clearly  ascertained  by  the  contract  itself,  as  to  enable  the  plain- 
tiff to  aver  it  in  his  affidavit. 

The  court  erred  in  their  instruction  to  the  jury,  and  the  judg- 
ment is  reversed,  and  procedendo  awarded. 

JUDGMENT  REVERSED,  AND 

PROCEDENDO  AWARDED. 


Greenbury  B.  Wilson  ic  Co.,  vs.  John  A.  Eeedt. — John 
A.  Kebdy,  vs.  Greenbury  B.  Wilson  &  Co. — Decern- 
bery  1849. 

A  joint  debt  cannot  be  let  off  ag&inat  a  separate  one)  nor  a  leparate  debt  agaioet 

a  joint  demand. 
In  this  eaae  it  was  Held  :  that  a  debt  due  by  a  partnership  of  which  the  plain- 
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liff  wai  m  mttnber  to  the  dofendlftiit,  coald  not  be  tet  off  against  the  aeparale 
claim  of  the  plaintiffs 

Cross-appeals  from  Bcdtimore  county  courts 

This  was  an  actioa  of  assumpsit  instituted  by  the  appellant, 
Keedjfy  against  the  appellee^  Wilson^  trading  under  the  style 
of  6.  B.  Wilson  if  Co.  The  declaration  contains  the  general 
indebikUus  assumpsit  counts,  the  common  money  counts,  and 
A  count  upon  an  account  stated .  The  plea  was  rum  assumpsit, 
upon  which  issue  was  joined.  It  was  agreed  that  a  set  off 
mentioned  below,  might  be  offered  in  bar,  as  though  formally 
pleaded,  but  the  plaintiff,  by  this  agreement,  did  not  admit  the 
truth  of  the  plea,  or  the  sufficiency  of  it,  if  proven. 

At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  the  following 
receipt,  admitted  to  have  been  signed  by  the  defendant  and  de- 
livered to  the  plaintiff  when  he  handed  to  the  former  the  draft 
therein  mentioned,  for  collection : 

''Rec'd,  BaUo.,  8th  August,  1843,  Messrs.  S.  ^  M.  Tins- 
iey  <^  Ws  draft,  in  favor  of  Mr.  John  A.  Keedy,  in  New  Or- 
ieansy  at  ten  days  sight,  for  fifteen  hundred  dollars,  for  collec- 
tion. G.  B.  Wilson  &  Co.'* 

The  further  proof  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  was,  that 
Wilson  collected  the  draft  and  became  indebted  to  Keedj/  for 
the  amount,  with  abatement  of  $673.95,  paid  to  Keedy^s  or- 
der by  Wilsony  and  of  commissions  for  collection  of  $26.25. 
Against  this  claim  the  defendant  relies  on  a  set  off  of  $900 
damages,  for  which  he  alleges  the  firm  of  iS.  M.  Tinsley  ^ 
Ob.,  of  which  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  was  a  partner,  is  liable> 
for  violation  of  a  contract  of  sale  of  flour,  being  the  same  de- 
mand for  which  the  attachment  in  the  preceding  case  was  issued. 
The  testimony  in  the  attachment  case  was  by  agreement,  con- 
sidered a  part  of  this. 

Upon  this  testimony  the  plaintiff  offered  six  prayers,  the  first 
of  which,  only,  it  is  necessary  to  state,  viz:  ^^  That  the  plain- 
tiff is  entided  to  recover,  if  the  jury  believe  that  defendant 
collected  the  money  in  the  receipt  and  draft  mentioned,  not- 
withstanding they  should  also  find,  that  the  defendant  sustained 
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the  damage  meotioned  in  his  claim  of  set  off^  and  that  plaintiff 
was  a  partner  of  the  firm  of  jS>.  M.  Tinsley  ^  Cb.,  when  said 
contract  was  made,  because  the  claim  being  against  the  plaintiff^ 
and  another,  cannot  be  set  off  against  the  separate  demand  of 
the  plaintiff;"  which  the  court  (Lb  Grand,  J.,)  granted,  and 
rejected  all  others.  The  plaintiff  excepted  to  the  refusal  to 
grant  his  rejected  prayers,  and  defendant  excepted  to  the  grant- 
ing of  the  above  prayer,  and  both  parties  appealed  to  this  court. 
The  propriety  of  granting  the  above  prayer,  being  the  only 
question  decided  on  this  appeal,  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  the 
substance  of  the  other  prayers,  or  the  testimony  in  the  case. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorset,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
Sp£nce,  Magruder,  and  Frick,  J. 

By  Buchanan  and  Mayer,  for  Keedy,  the  plaintiff,  and 
By  T.  p.  Scott,  for  defendant. 

Spence,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  only  question  to  which  our  attention  has  been  invited, 
and  our  judgment  asked,  in  this  case,  arises  on  the  decision  of 
the  county  court  on  the  plaintiff's  first  prayer.  The  decision 
of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  at  the  present  term,  in  the  case  of 
MUbum  vs.  GuyihcTy  ante  92,  is  conclusive  in  this,  for  it  de- 
cides '^  that  a  joint  debt  cannot  be  set  off  against  a  separate  one, 
nor  a  separate  debt  against  a  joint  demand . ' '  The  j udgment  is 
aflSrmed. 

JUDGMENT   affirmed. 


John  Jones  vs.  Benjamin  W.  Jones. — December.  1849. 

The  intaDtion  to  raise  an  election,  muit  be  clear  and  manifett  firoin  the  will 
itMlf, 
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That  intention  must  be  collected  fiom  the  face  of  the  instrument,  and  with- 
out a  clear  and  express  manifestation,  it  cannot  be  presumed  to  extend  to 
property  which  did  not  otherwise  pass  under  the  will. 

Ira  will  sufficient  to  pass  personalty,  glyes  a  legacy  to  the  heir,  and  devises 
the  realty  away  from  him,  ho  may  take  the  legacy,  and  claim  the  estate  by 
descent ;  but  if  the  legacy  be  on  the  express  condition  annexed,  that  lie 
shall  confirm  the  devise,  he  cannot  take  the  legacy  and  disaffirm  the  devise. 

The  wills  of  infants  and  feme  coverts  being  void  as  to  realty,  raise  no  impli- 
cation, and  the  heir  may  claim  both  the  legacy  and  the  land  devised  to 
another,  by  such  a  will. 

A  will  of  lands  that  is  not  executed  and  attested  according  to  our  statutes, 
can  create  no  election  as  to  the  lands  here,  from  implication^  because  such 
an  instrument  is  no  will  here,  and,  therefore,  inoperative. 

In  this  case, a  will  was  executed  in  Pennsylvania^  before  two  witnesses  only, 
and,  therefore,  void  as  to  the  lands  in  Maryland,  It  contained  no  express 
condition  requiring  an  election  as  to  the  lands  here.  Held  :  that  it  could 
not  operate  to  divest  a  child  of  his  inheritance  hero,  or  put  him  to  his  elec« 
tion. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Chancery, 

Evan  Jones yB.  citizen  of  CAe^^er  county,  in  the  Slate  of 
Pennsylvania^  died  in  September,  1845,  seized  of  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  both  in  that  State  and  in  Maryland^  leaving  a  last 
will  and  testament,  by  which  he  bequeaths  as  follows : 

^' First. — I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  son,  Benjamin^  all  my 
estate,  real,  personal  or  mixed,  with  the  following  exceptions: 
All  the  accounts  against  Johny  I  give  to  him,  and  the  improve- 
ments I  made  on  the  farm  belonging  to  his  mother,  which  I 
think  is  sufficient.  I  allow  the  line  for  him  on  the  east  side  to 
be  along  a  new  post  fence  on  the  west  side  of  the  cr^k  crossing 
the  creek  at  the  head  of  said  fence,  and  running  to  a  ditch 
from  Preston*s  line,  and  all  the  land  north  of  that  ditch,  thai 
I  bought  of  Whittingy  I  leave  to  Johny  and  the  right  of  water 
bought  of  Townsend,  I  leave  to  John  my  farming  utensils, 
furniture,  timber,  wheels,  (my  wardrobe  to  my  grand-daughter, 
Mary  W.  JoneSy)  the  line  at  the  south  end  of  the  above 
named  fence,  to  due  south  to  the  middle  of  the  road  leading  to 
WilmingtoHy  past  Osmond^s  factory,  thence  down  said  road  to 
the  line  of  Osmondy  then  crossing  the  creek  to  my  land  that  I 
bought  of  Russelly  which  is  to  be  the  boundary  between  them, 
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and  both  equally  to  support  the  fence  and  clean  out  the  ditch^ 
and  if  John  marries,  and  has  children,  Benjamin  to  make 
John  a  title  for  his  half  of  bis  mother's  land,  which  is  a  con- 
dition of  this,  my  will,  still  John  to  have  the  use  of  Benja- 
mWs  half  of  his  mother's  farm,  according  to  the  above  de- 
scribed bounds,  the  above  post  fence  ends  at  an  ash  tree, 
which  1  make  the  corner,  thence  south-east  to  a  gum  that  the 
log  on  the  Mercer  creek  is  chained  to,  from  thence  the  same 
course  to  a  small  hickory  near  the  road,  marked,  the  limbs 
hanging  down,  from  thence  to  the  middle  of  the  road,  and  then 
as  described  as  above,  I  make  the  above  a  sine  qua  nan,  and 
if  either  attempts  to  break  it,  is  to  have  no  benefit  to  my  estate, 
but  all  to  go  to  the  one  willing  to  fulfill.  I  likewise  constitute 
my  son,  Benjamin  W,  Jones y  my  sole  executor." 

This  will  was  executed  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses, 
and,  therefore,  not  capable  of  passing  real  estate  in  Maryland. 
The  devisees,  John  and  Benjamin^  were  the  only  heirs  at  law 
of  the  testator,  upon  whose  death  letters  testamentary  were 
granted  to  the  latter,  and  John  took  possession  of  the  real  and 
personal  estate  in  Pennsylvania ^  given  him  by  the  will. 

On  the  22nd  of  July,  1846,  Benjamin^  the  appellee,  filed 
his  bill  in  chancery,  charging,  in  substance,  that  the  defendant, 
John,  claims  all  that  the  will  gives  him,  and  that  he  is,  in  ad- 
dition, entided  as  heir  at  law  to  an  equal  share  of  the  lands  in 
Maryland^  of  which  he  insists  the  said  testator  died  intestate, 
by  reason  of  the  execution  of  his  will  in  the  presence  of  two 
witnesses  only.  That  defendant  acting  upon  this  view  of  his 
rights,  has  recently  cut  down  and  carried  away  from  the  land 
in  this  State,  timber  and  ornamental  trees,  and  is  now  commit- 
ting other  acts  of  waste  to  the  irreparable  injury  of  the  property, 
against  which  acts  the  complainant  asks  relief  by  injunction, 
and  further  prays,  that  if  defendant  be  not  considered  as  hav- 
ing already  made  his  election,  by  taking  possession  of  the  pro- 
perty devised  to  him  by  the  will,  he  be  now  put  to  his  election, 
and  for  general  relief.     An  injunction  was  accordingly  granted. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  admits  that  he  had  taken  pos- 
session of  the  lands  devised  to  him  in  Pcnnsylvaniay  but  in- 
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sisting  upon  the  great  inequality  in  the  value  of  the  property 
given  to  hira  and  complainant  by  the  will,  maintains  thai  the 
will  is  restricted,  and  was  by  the  testator  intended  to  be  restricted 
in  its  operation  to  his  Pennsylvania  property. 

Proof  was  then  taken,  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  state,  as  the 
questions  decided  relate  exclusively  to  the  construction  of  the 
will. 

The  chancellor  (Johnson,)  on  the  28th  of  December,  1847, 
passed  a  decree  ordering  the  defendant  to  proceed  to  his  election, 
whether  he  will  hold  said  real  estate  situated  in  this  state,  as 
heir  at  law  of  the  testator,  or  not,  within  sixty  days  after  service 
of  decree  upon  him. 

Accompanying  this  decree,  the  chancellor  delivered  an  opin- 
ion, in  which,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case,  he  says: 

^^  I  am  fully  convinced  that  the  testator  intended  to  dispose  of 
his  whole  estate,  wherever  it  might  be  situated,  and  that  there 
is  nothing  upon  the  face  of  the  will  by  which  his  Maryland 
property  can  be  exempted  from  its  operation,  rather  than  that 
which  is  situated  in  Pennsylvania.  No  inference  of  a  con- 
trary intention,  I  think,  can  be  drawn  from  the  circumstance, 
that  the  will,  though  good  as  to  the  lands  in  Pennsylvania,  is 
defectively  executed  as  to  lands  here,  because  it  is  manifest  firom 
the  paper  itself,  that  it  was  drawn  without  the  assistance  of  coun- 
sel, or  of  any  one  likely  to  know  the  difference  between  the  law 
in  the  two  States,  in  regard  to  the  execution  of  wills.  I  am, 
therefore,  of  opinion,  that  the  testator  did  not  mean  to  die  in- 
testate of  any  portion  of  his  property. 

But  the  will  not  being  so  executed  as  to  pass  lands  in  Mary- 
landy  is  inoperative  in  respect  to  such  lands,  and  the  defendant 
would  be  entitled  as  heir  at  law  to  a  moiety  of  such  land,  un- 
less he  is  precluded  by  the  doctrine  of  election  from  asserting 
his  tide,  and  this  is  the  remaining  question  to  be  considered. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that,  in  order  to  impose  upon  a  party 
claiming  under  a  will  the  obligation  to  elect,  the  intention  of 
the  testator  must  be  expressed  or  clearly  implied  upon  the  will 
itself,  and  if  the  obligation  to  elect  depend  upon  the  disposition 
by  the  testator  of  that  which  was  not  his  own,  it  must  plainly 
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appear,  that  he  intended  to  make  such  disposition^  and  also  thect 
the  person  taking  a  benefit  under  the  will,  should  take  under 
the  condition  of  giving  effect  thereto.     2  Roper  ori  Leg.y  3iR9. 

Upon  the  face  of  this  will^  there  can,  I  think,  be  no  doubt 
that  the  testator  did  intend  to  dispose  of  property  which  he  had 
no  right  to  dispose  of.  He  first  describes  the  land  which  Jokn 
is  to  have,  and  then  says^  ^'if  he  marries  and  has  children, 
Benjamin  to  make  John  a  title  for  bis  half  of  his  mother's 
land)  which  is  a  condition  of  this  my  will;  still  Jokn  to  have 
the  use  of  BRnjamin^s  half  of  his  mother's  farm,  according 
to  the  above  described  bounds."  It,  therefore,  clearly  appears 
upon  the  face  of  the  will,  that  the  testator  undertook  to  dispose 
of  that  which  >^as  not  his  own;  and  the  clause  in  which  he 
says,  "I  make  the  above  a  sine  qua  nony^^  &c.,  shows  too 
plainly  for  dispute,  that  be  intended  that  all  who  took  any 
benefit  under  the  will,  should  take  upon  condition  of  giving 
full  effect  thereto. 

If,  therefore,  this  will  had  been  properly  executed  to  pa»9 
real  estate  in  Marylandy  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  all  who 
took  benefits  under  it,  must  have  submitted  to  its  dispositions 
throughout.  But  it  is  said,  that  a  will  not  executed  so  as  to 
pass  real  estate,  will  not  put  a  devisee  to  his  election^  an  instru- 
ment of  that  description  not  being  regarded  as  a  will  at  alh 
There  seems  to  be  a  difference  between  the  effect  of  an  unat- 
tested will,  which  merely  professes  to  devise  real  and  personal 
estate^  and  a  similar  will,  which  gives  pecuniary  legacies  upon 
the  express  condition  that  the  legatee  shall  give  up  real  estate, 
by  the  will  attempted  to  be  disposed  of.  In  the  latter  case,  the 
legatee  will  be  put  to  his  election^  though  in  the  former  he 
would  not;  as  if  the  will  contains  a  mere  devise  of  real  estate, 
and  bequests  of  personal  estate,  unaccompanied  by  conditions, 
the  will,  if  not  attested,  could  not  be  read  as  to  the  real  estate. 
Carey  vs.  Askew y  8  Ves,,  492.  Sheddon  vs,  Goodrich^  ib., 
481. 

But  if  there  be  an  express  condition,  that  any  legatee  who 
may  not  comply  with  its  terms,  shall  forfeit  all  benefit  under  it, 
there  the  heir  being  a  legatee,  will,  by  force  of  the  condition, 
26         V.8 
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be  obliged  to  make  his  election.  The  case  of  Boug/Uon  vs. 
BoughtoHy  2  Ves.  Sen»,  12^  is  express  to  the  pointy  and  is  not 
only  believed  never  to  have  been  shaken,  but  the  doctrine  es- 
tablished by  it,  appears  (o  me  so  strongly  recommended  by  na- 
tural justice,  that  no  disposition  is  felt  to  depart  from  it. 

The  Court  of  Appeals  of  this  State,  in  the  case  of  McEl- 
fresh  vs.  Schley  and  Barry  2  Grill,  181,  say,  "there  never 
could  have  been  a  doubt  of  the  power  of  a  testator  to  annex 
what  condition  he  pleased  to  his  estate;  and  that  the  principle 
established  by  the  cases  is,  that  no  one  shall  be  permitted  to 
take  under  an  instrument,  and  defeat  its  provisions."  And  in 
the  same  case,  when  speaking  of  void  wills,  either  on  account 
of  the  incapacity  of  the  testator,  or  the  want  of  attestation,  ac- 
cording to  the  statute,  they  remark,  "that  such  instruments 
create  no  case  of  election  by  implication."  But  I  presume 
there  can  be  little  or  no  doubt,  looking  to  the  reasoning  of  the 
court  throughout  the  entire  opinion,  that  effect  would  have  been 
given  to  an  express  condition,  even  in  the  case  of  a  will  not 
attested,  as  required  by  the  statute.  The  case  in  the  Court  of 
Appeals  also  decides,  that  the  doctrine  of  equitable  election  is 
as  applicable  to  the  heir  at  law,  as  to  any  other  devisee. 

But  before  a  party  can  be  considered  to  have  made  an  elec- 
tion, it  must  be  shown  that  he  possessed  full  knowledge  of  his 
own  rights,  and  of  the  circumstances  of  the  testator;  and  as  I 
am  not  satisfied  in  this  case,  that  the  defendant,  John,  had  full 
knowledge  of  all  the  facts  which  might  have  influenced  his 
judgment,  I  will  not  hold  him  actually  to  have  made  his  elec- 
tion, but  will  pass  a  decree  requiring  him  in  some  reasonable 
time  to  elect  whether  he  will  take  under  the  will,  or  his  moiety 
as  heir  at  law  of  the  land  in  Maryluftd.^^ 

From  this  decree  the  defendant  appealed. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Chambers,  Spence,  Magru- 
DER,  Martin,  and  Frick,  J. 

By  Otho  Scoi^ ,  for  tiie  appellant,  and 
By  McIiKAN,  for  the  appellee. 
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FricK;  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  controversy  in  this  case  arises  under  the  construction  of 
an  instrument  of  writing  purporting  to  be  the  will  of  Evan 
Jones,  in  which  the  testator  undertakes  to  dispose  of  the  lands 
of  his  wife  upon  conditions^  which  it  is  claimed  impose  upon 
the  devisee,  one  of  his  heirs,  the  obligation  to  confirm  to  the 
other  a  devise  to  him  of  "all  the  testator's  (own)  estate,  real, 
personal  and  mixed."  It  was  presented  in  the  court  of  chan- 
cery, by  the  appellee,  as  a  case  of  election,  and  the  chancellor 
having  so  treated  it,  the  present  appeal  is  from  his  decree  to  the 
Court  of  Appeals. 

The  testator  was  a  citizen  of  Pennsylvaniay  and  the  will  in 
question  was  executed  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses,  con- 
formable to  the  laws  of  that  State,  and  admitted  to  be  valid  and 
operative,  to  pass  the  property  of  the  testator  there.  But  he 
had  also  other  lands  in  the  State  of  Maryland,  upon  which, 
for  want  of  proper  attestation  under  the  laws  of  this  State,  the 
will  could  not  operate,  unless  under  certain  conditions  therein, 
which,  it  is  contended,  impose  an  election  on  the  parties,  and 
give  effect  to  the  will,  in  regard  to  its  action  upon  the  lands  in 
this  State. 

The  intention  to  raise  an  election  must  be  clear  and  manifest 
from  the  will  itself.  That  intention  must  be  collected  from  the 
face  of  the  instrument,  and  without  a  clear  and  express  mani- 
festation, it  cannot  be  presumed  to  extend  to  property  which 
did  not  otherwise  pass  under  it.  If  the  will  is  susceptible  of  a 
construction  that  does  not  lequire  it,  then,  by  reason  of  its  im- 
perfect execution  here,  it  is  not  a  case  where  the  party  can  be 
put  to  his  election  as  to  the  property  in  this  Slate.  This  in- 
strument, in  the  first  instance,  may  seem  to  indicate,  on  the 
part  of  the  testator,  an  attempt  to  dispose  of  the  whole  of  his 
property.  The  first  clause  is:  ^^  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  son 
Benjamin,  all  my  estate,  real,  personal  and  mixed,  with  the 
following  exceptions. ' '  These  general  terms  would  necessarily 
pass  all  which  the  testator  had  power  to  dispose  of.  But  it 
must  be  by  an  instrument  perfect  in  all  the  conditions  which 
the  law  requires,  to  make  it  operative.     To  pass  lands  in  Mary- 
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landy  required  the  presence  of  three  witnesses  at  its  execution; 
and  as  owner  of  such  lands^  the  testator  must  be  presumed  to 
know  the  laws  that  regulate  the  disposition^  apd  constitute  a 
valid  devise  of  it.  As  it  stands,  it  could  so  far  pass  no  other 
tjian  lands  in  Pennsylvania ,  where^  in  point  of  statutory  exe- 
cution, it  is  adequate  to  that  purpose.  As  to  the  lands  in  Mary- 
landy  he  died  intestate,  unless  the  further  provisions  in  the  will, 
by  manifest  and  clear  intention,  express  such  conditions  as  im- 
pose on  one  of  the  heirs,  by  his  election  in  Pennsylvania,  to 
release  to  the  other  the  lands  of  the  testator  in  Maryland,  And 
in  the  case  of  an  imperfect  will^  such  condition  cannot  be  raised 
by  implication. 

What,  then,  are  the  conditions  of  this  will,  so  far  as  they  are 
susceptible  of  analysis,  and  of  being  extracted  from  the  con- 
fused repetition  and  transposition  of  the  views  of  the  testator? 
^e  had  one  other  son,  yo/m,the  appellant,  and  to  carve  out  an 
estate  for  him, he  devises  lands  in  Pennsylvania yixdjoin'mg  his 
pwn,  and  held  by  him  in  right  of  the  mother,  to  John,  and 
says:  *'7jr  John  manies,  and  has  children,  Benjamin  is  to 
make  John  a  title  for  his  half  of  his  mother^s  land,  which  is  a 
condition  of  this,  7ny  vnlU^  He  had  before  given  to  John 
^Uhe  improvements  on  the  farm  belonging  to  his  moiher,"  and 
established  a  '<  line  of  boundary  between  them,"  (the  brothers;) 
which  allots  to  John,  with  a  very  slight  exception,  the  whole  of 
the  mother's  lands,  and  then  imposes  on  Benjamin  the  con- 
dition stated,  to  make  to  John  a  title  to  his  share  (hereof.  This 
condition  is  imposed  on  Benjamin  exclusively,  who,  under  (he 
general  devise,  took  all  the  testator's  land  in  Pejinsylvania,  at 
least,  and  which,  as  is  in  proof,  was  far  the  larger  portion  of 
t)ie  whole  property.  But  can  this  condition,  from  its  terms, 
apd  in  connection  with  its  immediate  antecedent,  be  stretched 
beyond  the  express  limitation  and  import  of  it,  to  make  to  John 
the  title  there  directed?  To  this,  by  every  sound  rule  of  con- 
struction, it  must  be  restricted;  and  so  far,  we  find  no  express 
condition  on  John  to  do  any  act  but  the  one  mutual  between 
the  brothel's,  to  preserve  the  ditch  and  fencing. 

The  testator  then  proceeds,  "JbAn  to  have  the  use  of  Ben- 
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famines  half  of  his  mother's  farm,  according  to  the  above  pre- 
scribed bounds j"  and  after  recurring  for  the  third  time  for  ad- 
ditional certainty,  to  the  division  line,  he  says:  "I  make  the 
above  a  sine  qua  nott,  and  if  either  attempts  to  break  it,  is  to 
have  no  benefit  of  my  estate,  but  all  to  go  to  the  one  willing  to 
fulfil."  Construed  as  a  condition  to  what  here  precedes  it,  we 
have  another  stipulation  prescribed  to  Benjamin^  alone,  to 
leave  John  in  the  possession  of  the  mother's  property,  and  an 
obligation  on  both,  not  to  break  the  line  established  by  the  will. 
If  either  attempt  to  break  this  last  division  line,  or  Benjamin 
disturbs  the  possession  in  John  of  the  mother's  properly,  he 
forfeits  all  benefit  under  the  will.  To  these  clauses  imme- 
diately following  the  first  condition,  this  sine  qua  non  must  be 
restricted.  To  extend  it  beyond,  and  apply  it  to  all  the  com- 
ponent parts  of  the  will,  would  be  to  enlarge  its  terms,  and 
make  an  intention  for  the  testator  which  is  not  expressed,  and 
cannot  even  be  fairly  implied  against  the  form  of  expression 
used  by  the  testator.  *<  To  break  f/."  Not  the  will  certainly, 
or  he  would  naturally  so  have  expressed  it;  but  the  condition 
which  is  the  antecedent  to  the  pronoun  **  it,"  and  restricted  to 
that  by  the  construction  which  we  think  it  alone  warrants. 

If  the  general  scope  of  this  will  can  be  gratified  without  in- 
cluding the  Mari/lond  I'Andsy  the  presumption  in  favor  of  the 
heir  will  prevail.  In  prescribing  this  si?ie  qua  non  condition, 
it  is  next  to  impossible  that  tlie  testator  could  have  had  in  his 
mind  the  Mai'yland  property,  and  not  so  expressed  it;  and  it  is 
difficult  to  find  a  case  raising  an  election,  where  the  property 
operated  upon  has  not  been  particularly  designated,  or  clearly 
embraced  or  referred  to  in  the  will  Boug/iton  vs.  Boughion, 
2  Fez.,  Sr.y  12,  is  among  the  first  cases  in  which  an  heir  at 
law  was  put  to  his  election  under  a  will  imperfectly  executed. 
But  there  the  express  condition  is  relied  upon.  And  unless 
such  condition  be  expressed,  the  heir  is  not  bound  to  confirm 
the  devise.  1  Jannan,  390.  8  Vez,  481 .  If  a  legacy  be  given 
by  a  will,  suflScient  in  its  requisites  to  pass  personal  property, 
and  which  devises  the  realty  away  from  the  heir,  to  whom  the 
legacy  is  given,  he  may  take  the  legacy  and  claim  the  estate  in 
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virtue  of  title  by  descent.  But  if  the  legacy  be  on  the  express 
condition  annexed,  that  he  shall  confirm  the  devise^  he  cannot 
take  the  legacy  and  disaffirm  the  devise.  1  Jarman,  377.  So 
the  will  of  an  infant  being  void  as  to  realty,  raises  no  implica- 
tion,  and  the  heir  may  claim  both  the  legacy  and  the  land  de- 
vised to  another  by  such  a  will.  I  Vez,,  Sr.,  278.  Jarman^ 
389.  And  so  also  with  regard  to  the  will  of  a  feme  covert. 
9  Vez.  370. 

If,  then,  there  be  no  express  condition  upon  John  to  convey 
this  Maryland  property  to  Benjamin,  we  are  not  at  liberty  to 
imply  it.  The  intention  to  make  such  a  condition,  and  raise  a 
case  of  election,  must  plainly  appear  (as  we  have  seen,)  on  the 
face  of  ihe  will.  We  must  be  sure  that  it  was  the  testator's 
intention  to  include  these  Maryland  lands  in  his  will;  and 
wherever  the  devises  rest  upon  condition,  nothing  is  to  be  left  to 
interpretation,  but  it  must  be  clearly  expressed. 

We  find  a  condition  upon  Bcfijaminy  that  be  should  convey 
to  John,  in  the  contingency  mentioned  of  John^s  marriage,  and 
the  birth  of  a  child,  and  this  conveyance  Benjamin  has  exe- 
cuted. We  find  further,  that  the  possession  in  the  meantime, 
in  John,  of  the  mother's  properly,  and  the  acquiescence  of  both 
in  the  line  of  boundary  established  between  them,  is  another 
condition  in  the  will;  and  that  John  is  in  {)os8ession,  and  no 
controversy  exists  about  the  lines. 

Thus  far  the  disposition  of  the  testator,  as  to  his  property  in 
Pennsylvania,  seems  lo  be  gratified ;  or  if  otherwise,  it  becomes 
a  subject  of  (he  consideration  of  the  proper  forum  in  that  State, 
and  not  in  Maryland.  Upon  a  careful  examination  we  can 
find  no  condition  that  requires  of  John  \o  convey  his  interest  in 
the  Maryland  lands  to  Benjamin;  and  without  such  condition 
it  cannot  be  said,  that  a  will  otherwise  inoperative  in  (his  State, 
can  impose  upon  him  an  election  here,  between  the  lands  de- 
vised to  him  in  Pennsylvania,  and  his  rightful  inheritance  in 
this  State.  A  will  of  lands  that  is  not  executed  and  attested 
according  to  our  statutes,  can  create  no  election  as  to  lands 
here,  from  implicalion;  for  the  reason  given,  that  such  an  in- 
strument is  no  will  here,  and,  therefore,  inoperative.     What- 
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ever  may  be  its  construction  and  effect  in  Pennsylvania^  it 
cannot  operate  to  divest  either  party  of  his  inheritance  here,  or 
put  him  to  his  election.  There  is  no  such  express  condition  in 
this  will^  and  we  cannot,  as  before  said,  imply  it. 

Finding  nothing,  therefore,  in  this  will  of  Evans  Jones,  that 
can  impose  upon  John  a  release  of  his  claim  upon  the  lands,  or 
to  make  his  election  in  Maryland,  we  are  compelled  to  reverse 
the  decree  of  the  chancellor. 

DECREE  REVERSED. 


Eliza  M.  Kiddall  vs.  William  Trimble,  Surviving  Exe- 
cutor OP  Jane  Jacob. — December,  1849. 

A  husband  died  in  1809,  seized  of  real  estate,  of  which  his  widow  was  dow- 
able.  In  1841,  the  widow  filed  a  bill  to  recover  her  proportion  of  rents  and 
profits,  against  the  ezecator  of  the  partj  who  had  received  them  from  1809 
to  1937.  No  person  bound  to  assign  dower  was  made  defendant,  and  she 
had  never  recovered  dower  at  law  or  in  equity,  and  made  no  demand  for  it 
in  this  bill.  No  demand  for  dower  hod  ever  been  made  by  her,  until  1838, 
when  she  sued  at  law  for  the  same  rents  and  profits  claimed  in  this  bill,  and 
in  that  suit  the  verdict  and  judgment  were  against  her.  No  excuse  for  this 
delay  was  given,  except  the  allegation  in  the  bill,  that  "she  was  not  ap- 
prised of  her  rights  until  after  the  death,  in  1837,  of  the  party  who  had  re- 
ceived said  rents  and  profits.  She  had,  also,  in  1839,  assigned,  by  deed,  all 
her  dower  interest  to  a  third  party.    Hbjld  :  that  she  could  not  recover. 

If  there  were  no  other  objection  to  it,  this  would  be  regarded  as  a  stale  demand, 
a  demand  too  recently  set  up  to  be  established  in  equity. 

If  a  widow  has  recovered  dower  at  law,  she  may  afterwards  sue  in  equity  for 
her  proportion  of  rents  and  profits.  So  if  a  widow  dies  pending  her  suit 
for  dower,  equity  will  allow  rents  and  profits  to  her  administrator. 

But  if  a  widow,  herself,  consents  to  take  dower  without  receiving  her  propor- 
tion  of  rents  and  profits,  she  can  never  afterwards  recover  them. 

It  would  bo  difficult  to  decree  rents  and  profits  in  this  case,  without  question, 
ing  the  correctness  of  the  decision  in  Steiger*8  Adm^r,  vs.  Hilleny  5  G,  ^ 
J.,  121. 
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Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Chancery. 

The  appellant  filed  the  bill  in  this  case  on  the  2nd  of  No- 
vember 1841,  to  recover,  a  proportion  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  certain  real  estate,  in  which  she  claimed  dower,  upon  the 
allegation  that  her  former  husband,  William  /.  Chase y  died 
seized  thereof. 

The  facts  of  the  case  charged  in  the  bill  admitted  in  the  an- 
swer, and  by  agreement  of  parties,  are  these:  William  Jacob , 
the  grand-father  cf  said  Wm.  J,  Chase,  died  on  the  15th  of 
July,  1804,  intestate,  seized  in  fee  of  the  property  in  question, 
leaving  a  widow,  Jane  Jacob,  the  testatrix  of  the  appellee,  and 
three  grand-children,  his  sole  heirs  at  law,  viz:  1st.  Said  Wil- 
Ham  J.  Chase,  who  died  in  1809,  having  previously,  in  1807, 
intermarried  with  the  appellant,  by  whom  he  had  one  child,  a 
daughter,  who  died  in  1819.  2nd.  Anne  Chase,  who  mar- 
ried and  died,  leaving  one  child,  now  living.  And  3rd.  Maria 
Chase,  who  married  and  died  before  the  death  of  her  brother 
William,  intestate,  and  never  having  had  issue.  After  the 
death  of  her  said  husband ,  the  appellant  intermarried  with  John 
Kiddail,  who  died  in  1816,  from  which  time  she  has  remained 
a  widow.  Jane  Jacob,  widow  of  said  William  Jacob,  entered 
into  possession  of  his  whole  estate  upon  his  death,  and  con- 
tinued until  her  death,  on  the  19th  of  July,  1837,  taking  to  her 
own  use  the  whole  rents  and  profits  thereof,  under  the  mistaken 
idea  that  she  had  a  right  so  to  do.  under  the  will  of  her  said 
husband,  and  the  appellee  is  her  surviving  executor.  On 
the  9th  of  November,  1838,  the  appellee  instituted  in  BaUi- 
more  county  court  an  action  on  the  case  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived, to  recover  of  the  appellee,  as  executor  as  aforesaid,  the 
rents  and  profits  which  it  is  the  object  of  this  bill  to  recover; 
and  on  the  22nd  of  September,  1841,  upon  the  plea  of  non 
assumpsit,  the  jury,  under  the  instruction  of  the  court,  that  the 
plaintifif  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  found  a  verdict  for  defen- 
dant, upon  which  judgment  was  rendered  accordingly.  On 
the  8tli  of  April,  1839,  pending  this  suit  in  the  county  court, 
the  appellant  conveyed  by  deed,  for  the  consideration  of  $300, 
all  her  dower  interest  in  the  real  estate  of  her  former  husband. 
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the  said  William  J,  Chase,  to  Mrs.  Jane  /.  Delaroche.  The 
appellant  has  never  otherwise  made  demand  of  her  said  dower^ 
than  by  the  institution  of  said  suit  at  law^  or  the  filing  of  this 
bill.     Assets  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  were  also  admitted. 

The  bill  alleges,  as  an  excuse  for  the  delay  in  preferring  her 
claim,  that  complainant  was  ''never  apprized  of  her  rights 
until  after  the  death  of  the  said  Jatie  Jacoby  and  prays  for  an 
account  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  said  real  estate,  from  the 
death  of  said  William  J.  Chase,  in  1809,  till  the  death  of  said 
Jane  Jacob,  in  1837,  and  for  a  decree  paying  to  her  her  share* 
thereof,  and  for  general  relief. 

The  appellee,  as  surviving  executor  of  said  Jane  Jacob,  was 
the  only  defendant  to  this  bill,  and  in  his  answer,  after  admit- 
ting most  of  the  facts  above  stated,  relies  upon  four  grounds  of 
defence.  1st.  That  the  complainant,  by  conveying  all  her 
dower  interest  by  the  deed  of  the  8th  of  April,  1839,  has  trans- 
ferred all  her  title  thereto,  and  has  no  claim  for  the  interposi- 
tion of  a  court  of  equity.  2nd.  That  the  verdict  and  judg- 
ment at  law,  in  1841,  is  a  bar  to  the  present  claim.  3rd.  That 
complainant  having  made  no  demand  of  dower  from  the  death 
of  her  husband,  in  1809,  until  the  institution  by  her  of  the 
suit  at  law  in  November,  1838,  and  then  only  so  far  as  the  ac- 
tion thus  brought  was  concerned,  is  precluded  now  from  assert- 
ing any  such  demand.  4th.  That  the  statute  of  limitations  is 
a  bar. 

The  chancellor,  (Johnson,)  on  the  18th  of  February,  1848, 
passed  a  decree  dismissing  the  bill,  from  which  the  complainant 
appealed  to  this  court.  The  opinion  of  the  chancellor,  accom- 
panying this  decree,  is  reported  in  1  Md.  Ch.  Decisions,  142. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Chambers,  Spence,  Magru- 
DER,  and  Frick,  J. 

By  Danelb  and  T.  P.  Scott,  for  the  appellant,  and 
By  David  Stewart,  for  the  appellee. 

Magruder,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 
27        V.8 
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William  J-  Chascy  the  former  husband  of  the  appellant,  is 
stated  to  have  died  about  the  year  1809,  seized  in  fee  of  real 
estate  in  the  city  of  Baltimore. 

The  appellant  filed  this  bill  on  the  2nd  November,  1841, 
claiming  her  proportion  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  her  husband's 
estate,  which  descended  to  him  from  his  grand-father,  William 
Jacob,  and  which,  it  is  charged,  were  received  by  his  widow. 
Against  her  surviving  executor  the  bill  is  filed.  No  person  who 
can  assign  the  dower  is  m(ide  a  defendant^  and  the  bill  only 
asks  that  the  rents  and  profits  be  decreed  to  her. 

To  this  claiiT)  various  objections  have  been  made,  and  among 
the  rest,  thai  the  appellant  having  assigned  iter  right  of  dower 
to  a  third  person,  without  having  demanded  her  dower,  she 
cannot  claim,  in  equity,  her  share  of  the  rents  and  profits.  The 
bill  was  dismissed  by  the  chancellor. 

No  doubt  if  the  appellant  had  recovered  her  dower  at  law, 
she  might  afterwards  have  sued  in  equity  for  so  much  of  the 
rents  and  profits  as  she  was  entitled  to.  So  if  a  widow  dies 
pending  her  suit  for  dower,  a  court  of  equity  will  allow  rents 
and  profits  to  her  representatives.  But  if  she,  herself,  consents 
to  take  dower,  without  receiving  her  proportion  of  rents  and 
profits,  she  can  never  afterwards  recover  the  latter.  For  this 
law,  see  Sleiger  vs.  Hillen,  5  G.  ^  /.,  121. 

At  law,  no  one,  it  is  presumed,  would  insist  that  she  could 
recover  her  proportion  of  the  rents  and  profits.  If  she  cannot 
at  law,  how  can  she  claim  them  in  equity?  '^  There  have  been 
doubts"  says  Maddoxy  {\st  Chy.  Practice j  242,) '  'as  to  the  prin- 
ciple on  which  equity  first  interfered  in  cases  of  dower,  in  being 
a  mere  legal  demand,^ ^  And  all  the  writers  seem  to  suppose 
that  her  title  to  equitable  relief  is  owing  to  the  difiSculties  under 
which  the  widow  labors  at  law.  Having  thus  possessed  itself 
of  jurisdiction  in  the  case,  chancery  goes  on  to  decree  an  ac- 
count of  rents  and  profits. 

The  right  to  rents  and  profits,  or  damages  for  withholding 
dower,  is  also  a  legal  claim,  being  given  by  the  Statute  of  Mer- 
tofiy  and  recoverable  at  law .  And  it  is  by  no  means  clear,  when 
chancery  first  undertook  to  decree  the  rents  and  profits,  on  what 
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the  equity  was  founded^  unless  as  Parky  in  bis  work  on  dower, 
ch.  15;  suggests,  '^  the  claim  of  arrears  involved  a  species  of  ac- 
count,  and  the  court  having  thus  obtained  a  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject,  would  proceed  to  decree  complete  relief." 

A  widow,  framing  her  bill  correctly,  may  demand  in  chan- 
cery, dower  in  any  lands  of  which  her  husband  was  seized 
during  coverture,  provided  she  makes  the  demand  of  the  per- 
son who  is  bound  to  assign  that  dower  to  her.  But  no  such 
person  is  a  party  to  this  suit,  and  no  such  demand  is  made.  All 
that  she  asks  for  is,  that  her  share  of  the  rents  and  profits  be 
paid  by  the  executor  of  the  person  who,  she  allies,  held  the 
land  until  her  death. 

If,  in  this  suit,  chancery  can  decree  rents  and  profits,  later 
rents  and  profits  may  be  claimed  in  a  subsequent  suit,  and  thus 
her  right  of  dower  will  enable  her,  and  those  claiming  under 
her,  to  treat  the  heir  as  a  tenant. 

It  will  not  be  affirmed  that  tliis  case,  and  that  of  Steiger^s 
AdnCvy  vs.  Hillen,  (5  G.  ^  J.,)  are  precisely  alike.  It  would 
be  difficult,  however,  to  decree  rents  and  profits  in  this  case, 
without  seeming  to  question  the  correctness  of  that  decision. 

The  complainant  in  this  case  neither  asked  for  dower,  nor 
bad  established  or  obtained  her  dower  elsewhere.  It  is  possible 
that  if  she  was  to  claim  it,  and,  of  course,  made  the  person 
who  had  an  interest  in,  and  the  means  of  contesting  her  right 
of  dower,  she  might  fail  in  establishing  it.  Surely  rents  and 
profits  ought  not  to  be  decreed,  while  it  is  yet  uncertain  whether 
she  ever  had  a  right  of  dower. 

In  the  case  of  Sieiger^s  AdmWy  vs.  Hillen,  this  court  said: 
"After  the  lapse  of  twenty-five  years  from  the  inception  of  title, 
a  delay  entirely  unexplained,  and  without  any  claim  whatever 
in  the  intermediate  time  being  made,  it  would  seem  to  be  against 
policy  and  convenience  to  allow  the  commencement  of  a  con- 
troversy for  rents  and  profits."  In  the  case  before  us,  there 
was  an  interval  of  more  than  thirty  years  between  the  death  of 
the  husband  and  this  application.  The  husband  of  the  com> 
plainant  died  in  1S09,  and  this  bill  was  not  filed  until  1841. 

The  complainant,  it  is  true,  according  to  the  paper  of  admis- 
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sioDSy instituted  an  action  at  law  to  recover  these  rents;  but  the 
result  of  that  suit  cannot^  in  any  way^  benefit  her  in  her  efforts 
to  recover  them  in  equity. 

Every  thing  stated  as  above^  in  Steiger  vs.  Hilleriy  is  equally 
true  in  this  case^  except  it  be,  that  there  '^  the  delay  was  en- 
tirely unexplained.^'  Here  we  are  told,  in  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint, '^  that  she  (the  complainant,)  never  was  apprized  of  her 
rights  till  after  the  death  of  the  said  Jane  Jacob.^^  Such  alle- 
gations are  very  usual  in  bills,  but  do  not  seem,  of  themselves, 
to  furnish  sufficient  excuse  for  unreasonable  delay  in  the  asser- 
tion of  legal  rights.  Did  it  proceed  from  her  ignorance  of  the 
right  of  a  widow  to  dower  in  lands  of  which  her  husband  was 
seized  during  the  coverture?  From  her  ignorance  of  the  per- 
sons to  whom  she  was  to  apply,  in  order  to  have  dower  assigned 
to  her?  Of  such  ignorance  as  this,  if  explicitly  stated,  she 
could  not  avail  herself,  because  the  gi*eat  object  in  selecting 
chancery  as  the  tribunal  from  which  she  is  to  obtain  relief,  is, 
that  there  she  is  supposed  to  be  '^able  to  ascertain  the  lands  out 
of  which  she  is  dowable,  and  the  persons  against  whom  to  bring 
her  writ."  But  the  conveyance  by  her  of  her  right  of  dower, 
shows  that  she  did  not  immediately  file  her  bill,  and  the  paper 
of  admissions  shows  that  she  was  seeking  relief  elsewhere. 

Jane  Jacob  died  in  1837,  more  than  six  years  before  the  filing 
bf  the  bill. 

WUliam  Jacobyii  is  admitted,  died  seized  in  fee  of  the  land. 
His  widow,  then,  we  have  a  right  to  suppose,  was  entided  to 
dower.  It  was  not  the  fault  of  Jane  Jacob,  that  the  complain- 
ant, if  entitled  to  it,  did  not  obtain  her  dower.  Complainant's 
husband,  according  to  the  paper  of  admissions,  was  entitled  to 
an  undivided  third  part  of  this  land,  and  subsequently,  upon 
the  death  of  a  sister,  to  an  undivided  moiety ;  the  widow  of 
Jacoby  the  if^hole  time^  and  until  her  death,  having  a  right  of 
dower  therein.  The  complainant,  in  her  bill,  states  that  she, 
heraelf,  ^'  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  intermarried  with  one 
John  KiddaUy  and  that  he  died  about  the  year  1816."  The 
rents  and  profits  to  which  his  wife  was  entided,  he  was  autho- 
rised to  demand,  and  may  have  received,  though  the  evidence 
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of  the  payments  to  him,  may  not,  after* the  lapse  of  more  than 
twenty-five  years,  be  within  the  reach  of  the  present  defendant, 
(appellee,)  who  is  not  to  be  presumed  to  have  had  any  know- 
ledge of  the  claim,  or  the  manner  in  which,  at  any  time,  it  was 
satisfied. 

Upon  the  whole,  this  seems  to  be  what  the  law  pronounces 
to  be  a  stale  demand,  a  demand  too  recently  set  up,  to  be  es- 
tablished in  equity,  even  if  there  did  not  exist  olher  objections 
to  it,  and  we  do  not  think  that  the  chancellor  erred  in  dismis- 
sing the  bill. 

DEGREE   AFFIRMED. 


WiLUAM  D.  Wilson  t».  Henry  D.  GuVtton. — Decembery 

1849. 

The  finder  of  loet  property,  for  tho  restoration  of  which  the  owner  Jias  of. 

fered  a  fixed  or  certain  reward,  has  a  lien  on  the  property,  and  may  retain 

posaeasion  of  it,  if,  on  his  offer  to  restore  it,  the  owner  refuses  to  pay  the 

reward. 
Bat,  where  the  offer  of  the  owner  was  merely  to  pay  '*  a  liberal  reward/'  it 

was  Held  :  that  there  was  no  groand  for  the  implication  of  such  a  lion. 
The  doctrine  of  lien  is  more  fayored  now  than  formerly,  and  it  is  now  reco(^- 

nised  as  a  general  principle,  that  wherever  a  party  has,  by  his  labor  and 

skill,  improved  the  value  of  property  placed  in  his  possession,  he  has  a  lien 

upon  it  until  paid. 
Liens  are  implied  when,  from  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  the  owner  of  tho 

property  is  assumed  as  having  designed  to  create  thom,  or  when  it  can  be 

fairly  inferred,  from  circumstances,  that  it  was  the  understanding  that  they 

should  exist. 
The  existence  of  liens  has  been  sustained  when  they  contribute  to  promote 

public  policy  and  convenience. 

Appeal  from  Harford  county  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  replevitty  instituted  by  the  appellee, 
for  the  recovery  of  a  horse  which  had  strayed  from  the  posses- 
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sioD  of  the  plaintiff,  and  had  been  taken  up  by  one  William 
H,  Pearcey  and  was  retained  by  the  defendant  as  Pearce^e 
agent.     The  plea  was  non  cepil. 

At  the  trial,  the  defendant  proved  that  the  plaintiff  was  the 
owner  of  the  horse  in  question,  and  that  having  lost  said  horse 
in  the  month  of  July,  1847,  the  plaintiff  offered  a  liberal  re- 
ward, by  advertisement,  to  any  one  who  would  take  up  said 
horse,  and  deliver  him  to  the  plaintiff;  and  that  said  Pearcey 
after  said  advertisement,  and  in  consequence  thereof,  took  up 
said  horse,  and  offered  to  deliver  him  to  the  plaintiff,  upon  ^id 
plaintiff's  paying  $3,  as  the  reward  for  such  taking  up.  He 
also  further  proved,  that  plaintiff  admitted  that  the  sum  of  $3 
was  a  reasonable  reward,  and  within  the  terms  of  the  advertise- 
ment, and  that  defendant  held  said  horse  at  the  timeVthe  writ 
was  issued  in  this  case,  as  the  agent  of  said  Pearce.  The  de- 
fendant then  prayed  the  court  to  direct  the  jury,  ^^that  unless 
the  plaintiff  proved,  or  offered  proof  that  he  had,  before  the 
institution  of  this  suit,  paid  the  said  $3,  the  rewai^d  aforesaid, 
or  tendered  or  offered  to  pay  the  same,  the  said '^  plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  recover."  Which  direction  the  court  (Archer,  C. 
J.,  and  PuRviANCE,  A.  J.,)  refused  to  give,  but  instructed  the 
jury,  that  the  said  William  IL  Pearce  had  no  right  to  retain 
said  horse  till  the  said  reward  was  paid.  The  defendant  ex- 
cepted, and  the  verdict  and  judgment  being  against  him,  ap- 
pealed to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorset,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
Spence,  Magruder,  Martin,  and  Frick,  J. 

By  Otho  Scott,  for  the  appellant,  and 
By  H.  W.  Archer,  for  the  appellee. 

Dorsey,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  doctrine  of  lien  in  more  favored  now  than  formerly ; 
and  it  is  now  recognised  as  a  general  principle,  that  wherever 
the  party  has,  by  his  labor  or  skill,  &c.,  improved  the  value  of 
property  placed  in  his  possession,  be  has  a  lien  upon  it  until 
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paid.  Aod  liens  have  been  implied  when^  from  the  nature  of 
the  transaction,  the  owner  of  the  property  is  assumed  as  having . 
designed  to  create  them,  or  when  it  can  be  fairly  inferred,  from  I 
circumstances,  that  it  was  the  understanding  of  the  parties  that 
they  should  exist.  The  existence  of  liens  has  rfso  been  sus- 
tained where  they  contribuled  to  promote  public  policy  and/ 
convenience.  If  any  article  of  personal  property  has  been  lost, 
or  strayed  away,  or  escaped  from  its  owner,  and  he  offers  a  cer- 
tain  reward,  payable  to  him  who  shall  recover  and  deliver  it 
back  to  his  possession,  it  is  but  a  just  exposition  of  his  offer, 
that  he  did  not  expect  that  he  who  had  expended  his  time  and 
money  in  the  pursuit  and  recovery  of  the  lost  or  escaped  pro- 
perty, would  restore  it  to  him,  but  upon  the  payment  of  the 
proffered  reward,  and  that  as  security  for  this,  he  was  to  remain 
in  possession  of  the  same  until  its  restoration  to  its  owner,  and 
then  the  payment  of  the  reward  was  to  be  a  simultaneous  act.  It 
is  no  forced  construction  of  his  act,  to  say  that  he  designed  to 
be  so  understood  by  him  who  should  become  entitled  to  the 
reward.  It  is,  consequently,  a  lien  created  by  contract.  It  is 
for  the  interest  of  property  holders  so  to  regard  it  It  doubles 
their  prospect  of  a  restoration  to  their  property.  To  strangers 
it  is  every  thing;  for  few,  indeed,  would  spend  their  time  and 
money,  and  incur  the  risks  incident  to  bailment,  but  from  a 
belief  in  the  existence  of  such  a  lien.  Public  convenience^ 
sound  policy,  and  all  the  analogies  of  the  law,  lend  their  aid  in 
support  of  such  a  principle.  Nor  are  we  without  an  express 
authority  upon  this  subject.  In  Wentworth  vs.  Dat/y  3  Met- 
calf,  352,  the  supreme  court  of  Massachusetis  decided,  'Mhat 
a  finder  of  lost  property,  for  the  restoration  of  which  the  owner 
has  offered  a  reward,  has  a  lien  on  the  property,  and  may  re- 1 
tain  possession  of  it,  if,  on  his  offer  to  restore  it.  the  owner  re- 
fuses to  pay  the  reward." 

But,  in  the  case  before  us,  there  is  no  ground  for  the  impli- 
cation of  such  a  lien  from  the  compact  of  the  parties.  There 
was  no  fixed  or  certain  reward  offered  by  the  owner,  to  be  paid 
on  the  delivery  of  his  property.  His  offer  was  to  pay  a  ^^  liberal 
reward."     Who  was  to  be  the  arbiter  of  the  liberality  of  the 
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offered  reward?  It  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  owner^  by  his 
offer,  designed  to  constitute  the  recoverer  of  his  property  the 
exclusive  judge  of  the  amount  to  be  paid  him  as  a  reward. 
And  it  is  equally  unreasonable  and  unjust^  to  say  that  the  owner 
should  be  such  exclusive  judge.  In  the  event  of  a  difference 
between  them,  upon  the  subject,  the  amount  to  be  paid  musti 
be  ascertained  by  the  judgment  of  the  appropriate  judicial  tri- 
>'^  bunal.     This  would  involve  the  delays  incident  to  litigation, 

and  it  would  be  a  gross  perversion  of  the  intention  of  the  owner 
to  infer,  from  his  offered  reward,  an  agreement  on  his  part,  that 
he  was  to  be  kept  out  of  the  possession  of  his  property  till  all 
the  delays  of  litigation  were  exhausted.  To  the  bailee  thus  in 
possession  of  property,  such  a  lien  would  rarely  be  valuable^ 
except  as  a  means  of  oppression  and  extortion;  and,  therefore^ 
the  Idw  will  never  infer  its  existence  either  from  the  agree- 
ment of  the  parties,  or  in  furtherance  of  public  convenience  or 
policy. 

JUDGMENT  AFFIRMED. 


Frederick  Dawson,  and  Lambert  S.  Norwood,  vs.  Ben- 
jamin H.  Lambert,  and  Lewis  McKenzie. — December, 
1849. 

Where  there  ii  no  evidence  addaced  in  the  caase,  upon  which  the  inatraction 
asked  for,  coald  be  baaed,  the  court  are  dearly  right  in  rejecting  auch  in- 
atmotioD. 

Where  a  draft  waa  taken  and  held  by  the  plaintifia,  aa  collateral  aecuritj  for 
their  claim  on  which  they  brought  auit,  they  are  under  no  obligation  to 
anrrender  or  cancel  iU  Th^y  have  the  nnqueationable  right  to  retain  it 
until  their  debt  ia  diacharged. 

Appeal  from  Baliimore  county  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsii,  instituted  by  the  appellees 
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against  the  appellants,  on  the  30lh  of  September,  1846,  to  re- 
cover the  amount  due  on  the  following  account,  filed  with  the 
declaration : 

Messrs-  Dawson  and  Norwood^  in  account  with  Lambert  and 

McKenzie. 

1846. 

June  16. — ^To  invoice  775  bbls.  flour,  pr.  Victory. 

Cash,  June  13,    -        -        -        -    $2,941  62 

^^    22. — Short  charge  on  invoice  of  June  16,  of 

2  cp.  bbls.,  on  409  bbls.,     -        -  8  18 

"    29. — Invoice  676  bbls.  flour,  pr.  Prank, 

Cash,  June  23rd,         -        -        -      2,562  26 

Interest,  $2,941.62,  June  13,  to 

July  4,  21  days,    -        -        -    $10  29 

Interest,  $2,662.26,  June  23,  to 

July  4,  11  days,     -        *        -        4  68 

14  97 


$5,617  OZ 
Or. 
June  16. — Our  draft  on  Talbot y  Jones  ^r 

Oo.y  at  90  days,  from  13 
June,  due  Sept.  11-14,     $3,000  00 
Less  90  days,  discount,  46  00 


$2,966  00 
Interest,  from  16  June,  to  4  Ju- 
ly, 18  ds.,   .        -        •        -  8  86 
June  27. — Our  draft,  1  d.  s.,  favor  our* 

selves,    ....  2,663  16 

$5,517  02 


Sept.  14. — ^To  amount  of  above  draft, 

unpaid, $3,000  00 

To  protest, 2  00 


«.^i«.MM.B«W*. 


$3,002  00 
Labibeiit  and  McEenzib. 

38        V.8 
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The  declaration  contains  the  money  counts,  the  general  in- 
debitatus assumpsU  counts,  including  a  count  for  sundry  mat- 
ters properly  chargeable  in  account,  and  a  count  upon  an  ac- 
count stated.  The  plea  was  non  assumpsit^  upon  which  issue 
was  joined. 

At  the  trial,  the  plaintiffs  proved,  by  their  clerk,  that  early  in 
June,  1846,  Norwood^  one  of  the  defendants,  applied  to  phiin* 
tiffs  to  purchase  flour  on  commission  for  defendants,  and  brought 
a  letter  of  credit  from  Talbot ,  Jones  Sf  Co.,  to  draw  on  thetn 
for  a  sum  not  exceeding  $10,000;  and  that  on  the  I3th  June, 
plaintiffs  bought  seven  hundred  and  seventy-five  barrels  of  flour, 
and  on  the  same  day  drew  the  following  draft  on  said  Talbot^ 
Jones  Sf  Co, — 

$3,000.  Alexandria^  D.  C,  June  13, 1846. 

Ninety  days  after  date,  pay  to  the  order  of  John  Hoof^  Esq., 
cashier,  three  thousand  dollars,  value  received,  and  charge  the 
same  to  account  of  L.  S,  Norwood^  Esq. 

Lambert  and  McKenzie. 
To  Messrs.  Talbot,  Jones  &  Co.,  Baliifnore. 

Endorsed — ^^^Pay  to  the  order  of  C  C  Jameisony  Esq,, 
cashier.  John  Hoof,  Cash'r." 

On  the  face  of  this  draft  was  written  : 
"Accepted, — Talbot,  Jones  &  Co.'' 

Witness  further  proved,  that  on  the  29th  June,  1846,  plain- 
tiffs purchased,  for  defendants,  six  hundred  and  seventy-five 
barrels  of  flour,  and  on  the  same  day  wrote  them  a  letter,  in 
which  they  say: 

"  We  now  hand  account  current  of  our  transaction  up  to  4th 
prox.,  balance  due  $2^553.16,  for  which  we  value  on  you  this 
day,  at  one  day's  sight,  in  our  own  favor." 

The  account  current,  referred  to,  is  the  same  as  that  filed  with 
the  declaration,  except  the  last  item. 

The  foilovnng  is  the  draft  referred  to  in  said  letter: 

'^$2,J553a6.  Alexandria^  D.  C,  June  29,  1846. 

At  one  dfty's  sight,  pay  to  the  order  of  ourselves,  two  thou- 
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sand  five  hundred  and  fifty*three  dollars  and  sixteen  cents,  value 
received;  and  charge  the  same  to  account  of 

Your  ob'i  servant, 

Lambert  and  McKbnzib." 
Messrs.  Dawson  and  Norwood,  Baliimore, 
Endorsed-^'^  Lambert  and  McKbnzie." 

That  this  draft  was  accepted  and  paid  by  defendants,  at  ma- 
turity. 

The  plaintifTs  also  offered  in  evidence  a  series  of  letters. 
The  Isc,  dated  Baltimore ^  June  4ih,  is  from  Hancock  and 
Manny  introducing  Mr.  Norwood  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  2nd, 
dated  Baliimore,  Ihh  of  June,  1846,  from  defendants  to  plain- 
tiffs, requests  the  latter  to  purchase  and  ship,  for  them,  from  2 
to  3,0j0  barrels  of  flour.  3rd,  plaintiffs'  letter  to  defendants, 
dated  Alexandria,  June  16th,  1846,  informs  the  latter  ^Mhat 
we  have  put  on  board  of  the  schooner  ^  Victory^  seven  hun- 
dred and  seventy-five  barrels  sup.  flour,  which  vessel  sails  to- 
day," and  give<>  notice  of  the  drawing  of  the  dmft  on  Talbot, 
Jones  Sf  Co,,  on  the  13th  inst.  The  4th,  dated  Baltimore, 
June  18th,  1846,  from  defendants,  states  that  said  shipment  is 
satisfactory,  requests  plaintiffs  to  continue  their  purchases,  and 
informs  them  of  the  acceptance  of  the  draft  of  Talbot,  Jones 
4*  Co,  The  5ih,  from  plaintiff,  is  dated  the  same  day  as  the 
preceding,  at  Alexandria,  and  incloses  invoice  of  said  seven 
hundred  and  seventy-five  barrels,  and  says:  '^Let  us  hear  from 
you  how  far  we  shall  go,  and  limits.  We  shall  not  be  able  to 
draw  on  Messrs,  Talbot,  Jones  ^  Co,,  at  ninety  da3's,  for  over 
$5,0C0,  the  balance  must  make  at  thirty  and  sixty  days.  The 
banks  are  unwilling  to  take  paper  at  ninety  days."  The  6th, 
dated  19ih  of  June,  1846,  is  from  defendants,  and  after  ac- 
knowledging receipt  of  invoice  they  say:  ^^We  should  like 
you  to  go  on  and  purchase,  for  us,  the  three  thousand  barrels, 
as  desired,  but  would  not  wish  the  bills  to  be  drawn  at  a  shorter 
time  than  ninety  days,  and  hope  you  may  be  able  to  arrange  it 
on  this  time."  The  7th,  dated  June  22nd,  1846,  is  from 
plaintiffs,  and  after  noting  a  mistake  in  the  previous  invoice  of 
two  cents  per  barrel,  on  four  hundred  and  nine  barrels,  says: 
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'^  To  day  we  have  purchased,  for  yoa,  the  further  quanthy  of 
six  hundred  barrels,  now  on  board  the  canal  boats."  The  8th 
is  from  defendants,  dated  June  25lh,  1846,  and  states  that  the 
the  error  has  been  noted  and  corrected,  and  that  the  further 
purchase  is  satisfactory.  The  9ih,  dated  June  29(h,  1846,  is 
from  plaintiffs,  inclosing  invoice  of  six  hundred  and  seventy- 
five  barrels,  and  account  current,  before  referred  to,  and  ap- 
prizes the  defendants  of  draft  upon  them  at  one  day's  sight,  for 
balance  of  $2,653.16.  The  lOtb  dated  June  30th,  1846,  is 
from  defendants,  and  states:  '^  We  are  in  receipt  of  yours  of 
yesterday,  and  have  to-day  accepted  your  draft  for  $2,653.16, 
against  invoice  of  six  hundred  and  seventy-five  barrels  of  flour, 
which  you  will  please  ship  to  New  Yorky  at  as  low  a  freight  as 
possible."  The  11th,  dated  July  10th,  is  from  plaintiffs,  and 
incloses  bill  of  lading  of  six  hundred  and  seventy-five  barrels, 
<<per  packet  schooner  ^Frankj'*  which  sails  to-day ,"  &c.  The 
12th,  and  last,  is  as  follows: 

Alexandria^  Sept'r  15lh,  1846. 
Messrs.  Dawson  and  Norwood^  Baltimore : 

Gentlemen, — ^Our  draft  on  Messrs.  Talbot,  Jones  Sf  Oo.,  of 
your  city,  drawn  on  the  13th  of  June  last,  at  ninety  days  date, 
and  due  the  14th  inst.,  for  the  sum  of  three  thousand  dollars, 
is  returned  to  us,  protested  for  non-payment,  the  same  being  for 
purchase  of  flour  on  your  account.  We  hold  you  accountable 
to  us  for  the  payment  of  the  same. 

Youis,  Lambert  and  McKenzie. 

The  plaintifls  further  proved,  that  the  said  draft  on  7T.,  Jones 
4*  Co.,  was  not  paid  at  maturity,  but  was  duly  protested.  The 
plaintifls^  clerk  further  testified,  that  said  draft  was  discounted 
by  the  Mechanics  Bank  of  Alexandria^  and  was  not  taken  up 
by  plaintifls  until  after  its  maturity,  but  before  this  suit.  Plain- 
tififs  further  stated  that  they  held  such  draft  and  refused  to  give 
it  up  at  the  trial,  but  produced  it  as  evidence.  Plaintiffs  fur- 
ther proved,  that  the  draft  of  13ih  June,  1846,  was  not  for- 
warded to  Baltimore,  where  TtUbot,  Jones  ^  Co.  resided,  until 
the  20tb  day  of  June,  1846,  and  was  not  accepted  until  22nd 
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June^  1846,  and  that  by  the  course  of  said  mail,  plaintiffs  could 
not  receive  the  letter  from  defendants,  dated  18th  June,  1846, 
until  the  morning  of  the  19th  June,  1846,  and  that  plaintiffs 
mailed  their  letter,  dated  ISch  June,  1846,  on  same  day;  and 
that  at  the  time  of  the  bargain  for  the  purchase  of  the  flour, 
nothing  was  said  by  Norwoody  or  by  plaintiffs,  or  either  of  them, 
that  the  acceptances  of  Talbot y  Jones  6^  Co,y  would  be  taken 
in  payment  of  the  flour,  or  in  extinguishment  of  all  claims 
against  Dawson  4*  Norwood. 

The  plaintiffs  then  prayed  this  instruction:  That  if  the  jury 
find  that  the  flour  in  question  was  sold  and  delivered  by  plain- 
tiffs to  defendants,  and  that,  according  to  the  contract  between 
the  partieS)  the  defendants  were  to  be  liable  for  said  flour,  then 
the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover;  notwithstanding  they  fur- 
ther find,  tliat  the  plaintiffs,  in  pursuance  of  a  previous  under- 
standing with  defendants,  drew  the  draft  of  the  13th  June, 
1846,  on  Talbot y  Jones  ^  Cb.,  and  the  same  was  accepted; 
provided  that  they  find  that  said  draft  was  protested  for  non-pay- 
ment, and  is  now  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiffs. 

And  the  defendants  prayed  the  following  instructions: 

1st.  If  the  jury  believe  that  plaintiffs  sold  and  delivered  the 
flour  in  question  to  Dawson  and  Norwoody  for  the  draft  drawn 
by  them  on  Talbot y  Jones  S/'  Co.y  and  that  so  soon  as  they 
drew  the  same,  had  it  discounted  at  a  bank  in  Alexandria,  or 
elsewhere^  and  did  not  come  into  possession  thereof^  until  after 
its  maturity. 

2nd.  If  the  jury  find  that  the  plaintiffs  sold  to  defendants  the 
property  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  case,  and  received  in 
payment  thereof,  the  draft,  aforesaid,  on  Tcdbot,  Jones  4*  Co., 
then  plaintiffs  cannot  recover  of  said  Dawson  and  Norwood 
until  it  shall  be  delivered  up,  to  be  cancelled. 

Which  prayer  of  the  plaintiffs  the  court  (Le  Grand,  J.,) 
granted,  and  rejected  both  of  defendants  prayers.  Whereupon 
the  defendant  excepted,  and  the  verdict  and  judgment  being 
against  him,  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorsey,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
Spence,  Magruder,  Martin^  and  Frick^  J. 
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Glenx,  for  the  appellants. 

The  plaintiffa'  prayer  is  defective  in  essential  particulars: 
1st.  That  the  question  whether  notice  \o  Dawson  and  Nor- 
wood of  such  protest  was  given  in  reasonable  time^  is  not  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury;  and  2nd.  That  the  pntyer  nowhere  asks 
the  jury  to  find  that  any  demand  of  payment  was  made  of 
Talbot^  Jones  fy  Co. 

There  is  no  event  in  which  defendants  can  be  hable  in  a 
higher  sense  than  as  endorsers  of  this  note;  and  if  they  were 
endorsers,  the  plainliflTs  must  prove: — 1st.  A  demand  of  pay-  ^ 
ment  on  Talbot y  Jones  Sf"  Co.  on  the  day  the  draft  fell  due; 
2nd.  A  notice  of  non-payment  sent  to  the  endorser,  by  a  party 
interested,  in  a  reasonable  time  after  such  demand  made^  and 
refusal  of  payment. 

The  only  evidence  of  a  demand  is  this:  '*That  said  draft 
was  not  paid  at  maturity."  Now,  this  is  true  of  every  draft, 
though  not  presented  at  all. 

2nd.  It  is  not  asked  of  the  jury  to  find  that  Dawson  and 
Norwood  received  notice  after  dishonor  of  the  bill  in  any  rea- 
sonable time,  and  beside  which  there  is  no  evidence  that  any 
notice  was  ever  sent  them. 

Again,  it  appears  this  draft  was  parted  with  by  plaintifls; 
being  discounted  for  them,  and  not  recovered  by  them  till  after 
its  maturity.  Now  in  Glenn  and  Smithy  2  Cr.  ^  /.,  509,  the 
chief  justice  says:  '^The  acceptance  of  a  note  or  bill  of  a  third 
person  for  a  pre-existing  debt,  is  a  payment  if  the  creditor  parts 
with  it."  One  of  the  cases  cited  was  11  GUI  and  Johnson y 
416,  in  which  Chief  Justice  Archer  saya:  '*The  notes  are  not 
an  extinguishment  of  a  debt,  and  need  not  be  produced;"  but 
he  speaks  in  reference  to  that  case,  which  was  not  an  action 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  but  an  action  for  a  deceit,  in  giv- 
ing a  party  a  false  credit  where  the  production  of  notes  was  of 
no  importance  to  defendant  whatever;  and  the  chief  justice 
also  says,  that  where  notes  are  given  by  the  purchaser,  said 
notes  must  be  produced  for  his  security. 

Beside  this,  the  evidence  all  shows  that  defendants  were  not 
to  be  liable  for  this  draft  or  the  flour.     It  is  drawn  by  plaintiflfs 
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on  Talboiy  Jones  ^  Co.^  in  pursuance  of  a  leUer  of  credit  to 
Lambert  S.  Norwood.  The  draft  is  drawn  on  Talbot ,  Jones 
(^  Co.y  and  they  are  directed  to  charge  (hat  amount  to  Norwood 
alone.  If  Dawson  and  Norwood  are  liable  to  plaintiffs,  tliey 
are  liable  to  Jones  also^  and  thus  a  double  responsibility  arises 
from  one  tninsaction.  The  prayer  is  therefore  defective  for 
this  reason.  , 

In  the  next  place^  the  court  rejected  the  defendants'  prayer, 
asking,  that  before  plaintiffs  can  recover  on  their  original  con- 
tract, they  shall  surrender  the  draft  which  they  hold.  What 
is  the  result?  Plaintiffs  have  two  securities  for  the  same  debt, 
where  certainly  but  one  was  intended  to  be  given.  If  defend- 
ants had  been  drawers  of  the  draft,  and  plaintiffs  had  attempted 
to  recover  under  the  original  cause  of  action,  they  could  only  do 
so  by  surrendering  at  the  trial  the  bill  or  note  to  be  cancelled. 

In  Glenn  vs.  Smith,  page  508,  Bttchanan,  C.  /.,  says: 
'^Acceptance  by  a  creditor  of  debtor's  note  for  an  antecedent 
simple  contract  debt,  does  not  extinguish  the  original  debt  if 
the  note  remains  in  the  bands  of  the  creditor  unpaid,  and  he 
can  produce  it  to  be  cancelled,  or  shew  it  lost.  But  he  will 
not  be  permitted  to  recover  on  the  original  cause  of  action,  un- 
less he  can  shew  it  lost,  or  produces  it  at  the  trial  to  be  can- 
celled.*^ In  6  Harris  and  Johnson,  170,  Judge  Stephens 
says,  ''the  note  of  a  third  person  does  not  extinguish  a  simple 
contract  debt,  but  he  must  produce  it  at  the  trial  to  be  can- 
celled;" and  he  further  proceeds  to  say,  ''that  where  the  deal- 
ings shew  the  credit  given  to  one  alone  with  a  knowledge  of 
the  other  parties,  you  cannot  turn  round  when  you  find  you 
have  misplaced  your  confidence  and  look  to  a  different  person 
for  payment,  whom  you  declined  to  take  in  the  first  instance." 

In  2  Oill,  462,  this  court  determined  a  receipt  less  strong 
than  the  one  at  bar  to  be  a payme?it^  5  Johnson,  73,  in  Tobey 
vs.  Barber,  the  court  say,  'Making  debtor's  note,  or  that  of  a 
third  party ,  is  not  payment  unless  so  agreed ;  but  plaindff  must 
return  it  when  dishonored,  to  recover  on  original  considera- 
tion," putting  both  cases  on  the  same  footing. 

Chitty  on  Bills,  edition  of  I8i2,  page  180,  in  notes  where 
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the  whole  of  the  American  cases  are  collected,  sums  up  the 
rule  to  be:  ''The  acceptance  of  a  negotiable  note  on  account 
of  a  prior  debt,  is  so  far  evidence  of  satisfaction,  that  no  recov- 
ery can  be  had  for  such  debt,  v^iihoui  producing  the  note  and 
cancelling  it;  and  this  applies  as  well  to  note  of  debtor  as  of 
third  persons;  and  with  reference  to  note  of  third  persons, 
plaintiff  must  show  he  was  guilty  of  no  laches." 

8  Cowen^  77 j  Hughes  vs.  WheUer,  sanctions  the  same  doc- 
trine of  cancelling  the  note  to  recover  on  the  original  cause  of 
action. 

The  principle  of  all  these  cases  is,  that  plaintiffs  can  have 
but  one  string  to  their  bow:  they  cannot  hold  Jones,  and  thus 
diminish  Dawson  and  Nonfiood^s  estate,  and  hold  them  also. 
This  note  is  or  is  not  a  payment,  at  plaintiffs'  option:  if  they 
say  it  is  not,  they  must  return  it  to  the  parties  upon  whom  they 
want  to  fix  a  debt.  There  is  no  evidence  to  show  it  was  re- 
ceived as  collateral  security;  not  a  word  of  the  kind:  the  letters, 
the  accounts,  show  it  was  received  in  payment  and  not  as  collate- 
ral ;  the  word  or  idea  is  not  suggested  in  any  part  of  the  inter- 
course of  the  parties,  and  the  court  cannot  intend  or  imagine  it. 

R.  J.  Brent,  for  the  appellees. 

It  will  be  observed,  that  the  defendants'  letter  of  18th  June, 
asserts  falsely  that  the  draft  on  l^alboty  Jones  ^  Co.  had  been 
duly  honoured  on  presentation,  when,  in  fact,  it  had  not  been 
sent  on  by  the  Mechanics  Bank  of  AlexatidriOy  who  had  dis- 
counted it.  And  it  will  be  further  observed,  that  {daintiffs' 
letter  of  18th  June,  showing  that  the  vessel  with  the  flour  bad 
sailed,  was  wriUen  and  mailed  on  that  day,  before  they  could 
have  known  that  the  draft  on  Jones  Sf  Co,  was  accepted,  thus 
clearly  evincing  that  they  shipped  this  flour  on  the  credit  and 
liability  of  defendants. 

It  will  thus  appear  that  the  accounts,  as  uniformly  made 
out,  charge  the  defendants  as  the  parties  responsible:  that  there 
was  but  one  draft  on  Talbot y  Jones  (^  Co.,  the  next  being  on 
defendants;  that  the  plaintiffs  blended  both  of  these  shipments 
in  one  account  against  the  defendants,  who  recognised  its  cor- 
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rectness  at  the  time^  and  paid  the  draft  on  them  for  part  of  the 
account.  That  there  is  no  distinction  in  (he  evidence  between 
the  two  shipments,  save  in  the  fact,  that  for  the  first,  plaintiffs 
drew  a  draft  on  Talbot,  Jones  ^  Co.y  on  account  of  L.  S. 
Norwood,  as  the  dmft  shows.  And  finnlly,  that  there  is  no 
privity  shown  between  plaintiffs  and  Talbot ,  Jones  6^*  Co.  as 
contracting  parties,  until  the  acceptance  of  the  draft  on  212nd 
June,  1846,  prior  to  which  the  shipment  was  roade^  for  the 
letter  of  credit  given  by  Talbot,  Jones  4*  Co.  was  \o  Norwood, 
and  could  not  be  said  to  authorise  any  one  else  to  draw  on 
TcJboty  Jones,  4*  Co. 

The  substance  of  the  transaction  therefore  is  this,  that  the 
defendants  employed  plaintiffs  to  buy  flour  for  their  account, 
and  to  give  themselves  credit,  showed  the  letter  of  credit  held 
by  them.  That  the  plaintiffs^for  the  first  shipment  on  account 
of  defendants^  drew  the  draft  on  Talbot,  Jones  Sf  Co.  on  account 
of  Norwood,  and  doubtless  by  his  request,  he  undertaking  to 
procure  Jones^  acceptance. 

But  this  acceptance  was  never  taken  in  satisfaction;  and  so 
far  from  evidence  to  establish  such  a  defence,  all  the  facts 
negative  the  theory. 

When  the  flour  was  bought  and  shipped,  defendants  had 
given  absolutely  nothing  to  plaintiffs.  On  whose  credit  then 
could  the  flour  have  been  shipped  but  the  defendants?  Could 
it  be  that  plaintiffs  shipped  the  flour  on  the  16th  June,  on  tlie 
credit  of  Jonesy  who  had  then  contracted  no  obligation  with 
them?    And  who^  in  fact,  did  not  accept  until  22nd  June. 

If,  therefore,  it  is  obvious  that  the  flour  was  shipped  by 
plaintiffs  on  the  16th  June^  and  sent  away  before  they  had 
heard,  or  could  Itave  heardy  of  Jones^  acceptance,  is  it  not  con- 
clusive to  show  that  the  shipment  was  on  the  credit  of  defend* 
ants?  so  understood  and  regarded  always  by  both  parties  in 
their  coirespondence. 

Jones^  acceptance,  when  afterwards  obtained,  was  therefore 
but  collateral  security,  a  mere  credit  whenpaidy  as  the  account 
current  shows. 

The  questions  on  the  prayei*  of  plaintiffs  are  simply  these: 
29        v.8 
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^4f  the  jury  believe  that  the  flour  was  sold,  and  delivered  by 
plaintiflTs  to  defendants,  (a  pure  question  of  fact,)  and  that 
according  to  the  coniraci  between  the  parlies,  the  defendnnts 
were  to  be  liable  for  said  floury  then  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  recover,  notwithstanding"  the  other  facts. 

The  whole  evidence  being  parol,  it  was  the  province  of  the 
jury  to  find  the  contract  between  the  parties,  and  the  prayer  is 
based  on  the  assumption,  simply,  that  if  the  jury  find  the  sale 
and  delivery y  and  that  defendants  were  to  be  liable  by  their 
contract  J  then  the  plaintiffs  must  recover. 

Observe  that  the  prayer  does  not  leave  it  to  the  jury  to  eay, 
what  constitutes  a  liability,  but  only  if  they  find  that  by  the 
contract,  defendants  were  to  be  liable^  meaning  evidently  that  if 
credit  was  given  to  defendants ,  &c.yihea  plaintiffs  roust  re- 
cover upon  the  sale  and  delivery. 

To  whom  credit  was  given,  is  a  question  for  the  jury.  See 
7  Har.  ^  John,  y  391  y  case  of  Elder  vs.   War  field. 

And  so  who  was  intended  or  meant  to  be  liable  by  a  parol 
contract,  is  equally  a  question  of  fact.  1  Crreenleaf  Ev.ysec. 
217  y  Note  1. 

But  if  it  were  a  question  of  law  and  fact,  a  mixed  question, 
this  prayer  only  assumes,  that  <^if  the  jury  finds  the  defendants 
were  to  be  liable y*^  of  which  liability  there  was  abundant  evi- 
dence for  the  consideration  of  the  jury.     6  Cr.  ^  J^,  63. 

If  right  in  this  view,  then  it  follows  that  the  right  to  re- 
cover, was  a  corroUary  from  the  premises,  provided  the  jury 
find  the  draft  was  protested,  and  was  in  possession  of  plaintiffs, 
unless  indeed,  the  surrender  of  the  draft  to  be  cancelled  was 
necessary,  as  set  out  in  defendants'  prayer,  which  we  deny  ; 
because,  if  drawn  and  accepted  as  collateral,  we  have  a  right 
to  retain  it  until  paid  our  debt,  and  no  prejudice  can  result  to 
defendants  by  a  double  recovery,  inasmuch  as  on  the  trial  the 
draft  was  in  our  possession,  overdue  and  dishonored. 

There  must  be  a  clear  agreement  to  take  the  acceptance  of  a 
third  party,  as  absolute  payment.  Johnson  vs.  Weed.  9 
John.y  310.     Glenn  vs.  Smithy  2  G.  ^  J.,  493.     7  Bar.  tf 

JOMl.y    17. 
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To  show  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  cancel  the  acceptance. 
See  Wi/man  vs.  Rofy  11  O.  ^  /.,  416. 

The  praycre  of  the  defendant  were  refused  rightfully^  if 
these  views  are  correct ;  and,  moreover,  are  so  worded  as  to 
amount  to  one  prayer,  containing  propositions  inconsistent  with 
each  other :  for  instance,  that  if  the  drail  was  received  in  piiy- 
inent,  then  it  n)ust  be  surrendered. 

Martin^  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

After  a  careful  examination  of  the  facts  detailed  in  this  bill 
of  exception,  we  think  it  clear^  that  there  was  testimony  from 
which  the  jury  could  find  that  the  draft  of  the  13th  June, 
1846;  was  drawn  by  the  plaintiff,  and  held  by  them  after  its 
acceptance  by  Talbot  and  JoneSy  as  collateral  security  for  the 
payment  of  the  flour  sold  and  delivered  by  them  to  the  de- 
fendants. And  that  there  was  no  evidence  adduced  in  the 
cause  from  which  the  jury  could  infer,  that  the  draft  in 
question  was  drawn  by  the  plaintiffs,  in  full  satisfaction  of  the 
claim  sought  to  be  recovered,  or  that  they  stipulated  by  their 
contract,  with  respect  to  this  flour,  that  they  would  look  to 
Talbot  and  Jones  for  payment,  and  not  to  the  defendants,  as 
the  responsible  parties. 

Upon  this  ground,  the  court  below  was  correct  in  granting 
the  plaintijQTs'  prayer,  and  in  rejecting  the  prayei^  of  the  de> 
fendaots. 

With  respect  to  the  law,  in  a  case  like  this,  there  can  be  no 
controversy.  The  correctness  of  the  rulings  of  the  court  be- 
low upon  the  points  raised  by  the  prayers,  depends  exclusively 
upon  the  question,  whether  there  was  testimony  from  which 
the  jury  could  find  that  the  draft  of  the  13ih  of  June,  was 
drawn  and  held  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  absolute  payment  for  the 
flour  sold  and  delivered  by  them  to  the  defendants?  We  think 
there  was  no  such  testimony. 

The  draft  appears  to  have  been  duly  protested  for  non-pay- 
ment. It  was  subsequently  taken  up  by  the  plaintijQTs,  and 
was  in  their  possession  at  the  trial.  And  assuming  that  it  was 
held  by  them  as  collateral  security  for  their  claim,  of  which 
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there  was  certainly  evidence  for  the  jury,  they  were  under  no 
obligation  to  surrender  or  cancel  it.  They  had  the  unquestion- 
able right  to  retain  it  until  their  debt  was  discharged. 

JUDGMENT   AFFIRMED* 


Neptune  Insurance  Company,  OARNisHEfi,  vs,  Francis  S. 
MoNTELL,  Administrator  of  Georgia  Hughler. — De- 
cembery  1849. 

The  3rd  section  of  the  act  of  1834,  ch.  79,  providing^  that  no  transfer  or  aa- 
■ignroent  of  any  "lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  goods,  or  chattels,  or 
credits,"  shall  avail  against  an  attachment,  anleas  recorded  before  the  issu- 
ing  thereof,  comprehends  choset  in  action. 

The  act  of  1847,  ch.  107,  repealing  the  said  section  of  the  act  of  1834,  can. 
not  hare  the  effect  to  give  validity  to  linrecorded  assignments  made  beforo 
the  passage  of  such  repealing  act. 

An  instruction  that  there  "are  circnmstances  of  saspicion  relative  to  the 
fairness  of  certain  papers  offered  by  the  defendant,  which,  if  said  papers 
were  fairly  executed,  the  defendant  might  explain;  and,  from  the  want  of 
such  explanatory  evidence,  the  jury  may  find  said  papers  were  not  fairly 
executed,**  was  held  erroneous,  because  it  instructed  the  jury  that  they  must 
believe  the  testimony  relative  to  the  circumstances  of  suspicion,  and  leaves 
them  in  ignorance  of  what  those  circumstances  are, 

A  party  cannot  complain  of  the  granting  of  au  instruction  by  which  ho  is 
not  injured,  even  though  it  may  be  erroneous. 

In  cases  of  an  equal  division  of  the  court,  the  jury  are  still  to  give  a  true  ver. 
diet,  and  are  precisely  in  the  same  situation  in  which  they  would  have  been 
if  no  instruction  had  been  applied  for  on  either  side. 

The  usual  practice  in  cases  of  an  equal  division  of  the  court,  is  for  each  party 
to  ask  for  instructions,  and  to  except  to  the  refusal  to  grant  them,  occa- 
sioned by  the  equal  division. 

Appeal  from  Baltimore  county  court. 

This  was  a  proceeding  by  attachment,  on  warrant  instituted 
originally  by  the  intestate,  of  the  appellee,  on  the  15th  of  Oc- 
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tober,  1840,  to  recover  the  sum  of  $3,177.20^  alleged  to  be  due 
him  by  Moses  J,  Moses. 

The  plaintiff,  in  his  affidavit  before  the  justice  who  issued 
the  warrant)  swears  that  a  certain  Moses  J,  Moses,  not  being  a 
citizen  of  the  State  of  Maryland,  is  justly  and  bona  fids  in- 
debted unto  him^  the  said  George  Hug/Uery  in  the  sum  of 
$3;177.20,  over  and  above  all  discounts,  and  that  the  said  Moses 
J.  Moses  is  not  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  Maryland. 

The  voucher  produced  was  the  record  of  a  judgment  re- 
covered at  Nassau,  in  the  island  of  New  Providence,  one  of 
the  Bahama  islands,  on  the  5th  of  May,  1840,  by  said  Hughler 
against  said  Moses,  for  £&2l  Os.  lOd.  damages,  and  .£'40  16s. 
6d.  costs.  The  short  note  upon  which  the  capias  was  issued, 
is  as  follows: 

*'  George  Hughler  against  Moses  J.  Moses.  Action  of  as- 
sumpsii  in  Baltimore  county  court.  This  suit  is  instituted  to  re- 
cover the  sum  of  $3,177.20,  due  and  owing  to  the  plaintiff,  for 
money  had  and  received  by  the  defendant,  to  and  for  the  use 
of  said  plaintiff,  and  for  a  like  sum  paid,  laid  out  and  expended 
by  plaintiff  for  the  defendant,  and  for  a  like  sum  by  the  plain- 
tiff lent  and  advanced  to  the  defendant,  and  for  a  like  sum  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered  by  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and  for 
a  like  sum  due  and  owing  by  defendant  to  plaintiff,  on  an  ac- 
count stated." 

The  attachment  was  laid  in  the  bands  of  the  appellant,  who 
appeared  and  pleaded  noti  assumpsit  and  nMa  bona  of  defen- 
dant, in  its  hands.     Upon  which  pleas  issues  were  joined. 

The  garnishee  then  moved  to  quash  the  attachment,  because, 
in  the  short  note  filed  with  his  attachment,  the  amount  of  the 
plaintiff's  claim  is  not  sufficiently  set  out  in  words  and  figures, 
at  length  or  otherwise;  and  further,  because,  in  the  affidavit 
filed,  upon  which  the  attachment  has  issued,  the  claim  is  upon 
a  record  of  the  judgment  alone,  and  in  the  short  note  the  claim 
is  stated  to  be  in  assumpsit,  for  money  had  and  received,  (Sec; 
but  the  couit  (Magruder  and  Purviance,  J.,)  overruled  this 
motion. 

At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  the  record  filed 
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with  the  attachment,  admitted  to  be  considered  as  duly  proved, 
and  proved  that,  at  the  time  said  judgment  was  rendered,  the 
value  of  a  pound  currency  of  the  Ba/iajna  islands,  was  $4.80, 
and  that  plaintiff  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  SicUes,  residing 
in  New  York, 

The  defendants  then  gave  in  evidence  the  following  letters 
and  assignments,  the  handwriting  of  the  different  parties  to 
which  were  admitted  to  be  genuine: 

^^  Charleston,  April  29th,  1840. 
Messrs.  Clark  and  Kellogg,  Baltimore  : 

Gentlemen: — The  enclosed  I  have  had  some  time  in  my 
possession,  and  I  now  forward  them  to  you.  The  order  on  the 
company,  in  your  favor,  you  may  as  well  lodge  with  them,  and 
I  should  like  you  to  accept  the  order  in  my  favor,  ^  payable 
when  in  funds,'  and  return  the  same  to  me.  It  may  be  as  well 
to  say  nothing  to  the  underwriters  about  the  transfer  of  the  claim 
to  me,  and  let  the  suit  go  on  in  the  name  commenced. 

Your  obedient  servant, 

L.  J.  Moses." 

'^  The  Neptune  Insurance  Company,  Baltimore,  Maryland, 
will  please  pay  the  amount  of  my  claim  against  them,  to  Messrs. 
Clark  and  Kellogg,  for  the  loss  of  the  schooner  Meridian, 
cargo,  freight,  &c.  M.  J.  Moses. 

Witness,  Isaac  J.  Moses, 
Nassau,  N  P.,  November  25th,  1839." 

*^ Messrs.  Clark  and  Kellogg,  Baltimore  : 

Gentlemen: — When  received,  please  pay  the  amount  you 
may  receive  from  the  Neptune  Insurance  Company,  for  my 
claim  against  them,  for  loss  of  the  schooner  Meridian,  cargo, 
freight,  &c.,  to  Mr.  L.  J.  Moses,  or  order,  of  Charleston,  S. 
C,  which  I  transfer  to  him  this  day,  for  value  received.     ^ 

(Signed,)         M.  J.  Moses. 
Witness,  (Signed,)  I.  J.  Moses, 

Nassau,  N.  P.,  Nov.  26ih,  1839." 

^^ Baltimore,  May  18th,  1840. — Payable  when  in  funds. 

(Signed,)         Clak  and  Kellogg." 
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And  also  offered  lu  evidence  two  policies  of  insurance  made 
by  the  Neptune  Insurance  Company y  the  garnishee  in  (his 
case,  insuring  said  Clark  and  KeUogg^  on  account  of  whom 
it  may  concern,  the  schooner  Meridian ^  from  Nassau,  N,  P., 
to  Baltimore yio  the  amount  of  $2,000,  and  freight  to  the 
amount  of  $500,  and  proved  that  the  same  were,  by  the  Messrs. 
Clark  and  Kellogffy  put  into  the  hands  of  John  Glenn,  attorney 
at  law,  for  adjustment,  in  April,  1840;  that  the  losses  intended 
to  be  covered  by  snid  policies,  were  disputed,  and  that  suits 
were  brought  thereon,  to  the  November  term  of  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States,  for  the  Maryland  district. 

The  defendants  then  moved  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury, 
that  if  they  believed  the  evidence  offered  in  this  cause,  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover,  because : 

Ist.  He  has  not,  either  in  his  affidavit  or  elsewhere,  averred 
that  the  amount  for  which  the  judgment  was  rendered,  is  equiva- 
lent to  the  amount  charged  by  him  in  his  attachment,  or  equiv- 
alent to  any  other  sum  of  money  of  the  United  Stales. 

2nd.  That  he  has  not  shewn  that  the  court,  before  which 
the  judgment,  as  is  alleged,  was  rendered,  had  jurisdiction  of 
the  subject  matter  decided  upon  by  said  court. 

3rd.  That  there  is  a  variance  between  the  short  note  filed, 
and  the  evidence  adduced  by  the  plaintiff. 

4lh.  That  the  short  note  should  have  been  drawn  specially 
upon  the  judgment. 

5th.  That  the  record  filed,  does  not  correspond  with  the  de- 
scription thereof  in  the  affidavit  filed  by  plaintiff,  upon  which 
the  attachment  was  issued. 

6lh.  That  if  the  jury  believe  the  assignment,  as  given  in  evi- 
dence, was  made  and  accepted  at  the  time  it  dears  date,  then 
plaintiffs  cannot  recover. 

All  which  prayers  the  court  refused  to  grant,  and  the  defen- 
dant excepted. 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  assessed  the 
damages  at  $3,633.62.  The  defendant  then  moved  for  a  new 
trial,  and  arrest  of  jitdgment,  because  the  verdict  was  rendered 
for  a  larger  sum  than  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  because  in- 
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terest  was  calculated  upon  the  amount  of  the  attachment;  and^ 
as  an  additional  reason  for  a  new  trial,  the  §^rnishee  states, 
that  the  only  claim  or  debt  due  by  the  garnishee,  is  a  debt 
upon  which  ilie  said  Moses  had  instituted  suit  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States,  for  the  Manjland  district,  before 
this  aliaci)ment  was  issued,  and  in  which  case  judgment  has 
been  tendered  against  said  garnishee.  The  court  overruled 
this  motion,  and  entered  judgment  cf  condemnation  on  the 
attachment,  for  said  sum  and  costs. 

The  defendant  appealed,  and  the  Court  of  Appeals,  at  June 
term,  1844,  reversed  the  judgment^  and  remanded  the  cause 
under  a  procedendo. 

Under  this  writ  the  cause  was  again  tried  in  the  county  court, 
in  May,  1S47.  Hvgfder  having  died  in  the  mean  time,  ad- 
ministration on  his  estate  was  granted  to  Montelly  the  appellee. 

Before  this  second  trial,  the  following  amended  short  note 
Wcis  filed  by  the  plaintiff: 

*' Action  on  the  case.  In  Baltimore  county  court. — ^This 
suit  is  instituted  to  recover  the  sum  of  $3,177.20,  due  and 
owing  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  on  a  judgment  recovered 
in  an  action  of  assumpsit  by  said  plaintiff^  George  Hughlcry 
against  said  defendant,  in  the  general  court  at  Nassau,  in  the 
island  of  Neto  Providence,  one  of  the  Bahama  islands^  on  the 
5th  day  of  May,  1840,  at  Easter  term  of  said  couil,  and  also 
to  recover  a  like  sum  promised  by  said  defendant  to  be  paid  to 
said  Hughler,  as  being  due  to  him  by  said  Moses,  in  and  upon 
said  judgment,  and  also  to  recover  a  like  sum  of  $3,177.20,  due 
and  owing  by  said  defendant,  Moses,  to  the  said  plaintiff,  on  a 
judgment  recovered  in  an  action  o(  assumpsit  by  said  plaintiff, 
Huglder,  against  said  Moses,  in  the  general  court  of  the  Bahama 
islands,  ai-Nassau,  in  the  island  of  New  Providence,  one  of 
said  Bahama  islands,  on  the  5th  day  of  May,  1840,  at  Easter 
term  of  said  court,  and  for  a  like  sum  promised  by  said  defen- 
dant to  be  paid  to  said  Hughler,  as  being  due  to  him  by  said 
defendant,  in  and  upon  said  last  named  judgment." 

The  pleas  and  issues  were  same  as  in  former  trial. 

At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  offered  the  same  evidence  as  at  the 
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preceding  trial,  and  also  that  it  is  admitted  that  the  garnishees 
had,  at  the  time  of  laying  said  attachment  in  their  hands,  and 
now  have,  sufficient  funds  to  cover  the  plaintiff's  claim,  pro- 
vided it  is  established. 

The  defendant  then  gave  the  same  evidence  as  before,  and, 
in  addition,  the  following  letters,  the  handwriting  of  the  differ- 
ent parties  to  which  was  admitted: 

Charleston,  Oct.  3rd,  1840. 
John  GtenUy  Esq. ,  Attorney  at  Law,  Baltimore: — 

Dear  Sir: — I  shall  be  pleased  to  have  you  inform  me  when 
the  case  of  M.  J.  Moses  against  the  Neptune  Insurance  Com- 
pani/y  will  come  on  in  the  United  States  court,  and  request 
you  will  get  ready  any  commissions  you  require  to  be  sent  to 
Nassau,  and  send  them  to  Messrs-  R.  W.  Broton  and  Sons^ 
Wilmington y  N.  C,  to  be  forwarded  to  Mr.  Anderson,  attorney 
genera]  at  Nassau,  N.  P.,  by  first  vessel,  as  a  vessel  will  be 
dispatched  from  Wilmington  for  Nassau,  in  the  course  of  ten 
or  twelve  days,  therefore  it  will  be  necessary  to  get  your  papers 
ready  immediately,  to  be  dispatched  by  that  vessel,  in  the  event 
of  there  being  no  opportunity  at  Baltimore  to  send  them  direct 
4.0  Nassau.  I  shall  be  in  Baltimore  at  the  time  of  the  trial 
coming  on,  and  shall  be  prepared  to  arrange  with  you  for  con- 
ducting this  suit.  Please  stale  whether  any  papers,  beside  what 
you  or  Messrs,  Clark  and  Kellogg  have,  be  necessary,  so  that 
I  can  obtain  them.  The  captain  of  the  Meridian  lives  at 
Nassau.     Very  respectfully,  your  ob't  serv't, 

L.  J.  MOBES, 

At  South-western  Railroad  Bank, 

C/iorleston,  S.  C. 
An  early  reply  is  solicited. — L.  J.  M. 

Charleston,  16-18  May,  1840. 

Gentlemen: — 1  addressed  you,  on  the  29th  ulto.,  and  en- 
closed an  important  document,  without  receiving  any  acknow- 
ledgment from  you.     Please  inform  me  whether  such  letter, 
30        V.8 
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with  its  enclosure,  has  ever  reached  you.     Your  immediate  at- 
tention will  much  oblige  your  obedietit  servant, 

L.  J.  Moses, 
At  the  South-western  Railroad  Bank, 
To  Messrs.  Clark  and  Kellogg, 
Baltimore  y  Md, 

• 

Baltimore y  May  18th,  1840. 
Mr.  L.  J.  Moses y  Esq.y  Charleston : 

Dear  Sir: — We  received,  some  time  since,  your's  of  29th  of 
April,  and  to-day  we  have  your  letter  of  18th  inst.  Our  attor- 
ney, Mr.  Glenny  has  been  too  unwell  to  attend  to  business, 
and,  therefore,  no  progress  has  been  tiiade  in  your  case.  We 
annex  a  copy  of  a  note  which  he  received  from  the  under- 
writers, by  which  you  will  perceive  they  withdraw  all  offers  of 
compromise.  They  seemed  disposed  to  contest  every  inch  of 
ground,  and,  we  think  it  probable,  will  endeavor  to  show, 
among  other  things,  that  the  vessel  was  unseaworthy,  from 
want  of  sufficient  equipment,  or  of  a  properly  qualified  crew. 
As  soon  as  we  shall  have  seen  Mr.  Olenn^  we  will  write  you 
further.  We  think  you  should  endeavor  to  get  possession  of 
the  bals.  left  at  Nassau.  We  enclose  our  acceptance  of  Mr. 
M.  J.  Moses^  order  on  us,  payable  when  in  funds. 

Your  obedient  servants^ 

Clark  and  Kellogg. 

Evidence  was  also  offered  in  relation  to  the  botiajides  of  the 
transfer  of  his  claim  against  the  garnishees,  by  M.  J.  Moses  to 
L.  J.  MoseSy  of  the  25th  of  November,  1839,  and  of  other 
matters  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  state. 

The  plaintiff  then  further  gave  in  evidence  three  short  copies 
of  the  judgments  in  the  suits  on  said  policies  of  insurance  in 
the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  and  orders  to  enter  the 
same  for  the  use  of  L.  J.  Moses,  dated  September,  1842. 
And  proved,  that  in  1839,  and  1840,  it  took  from  three  to  four 
days  for  the  mail  to  come  from  Charleston,  S.  C,  to  Balti- 
more, and  that  the  voyage  from  Nassau  to  said  Charleston, 
was  usually  made  in  four,  five  or  six  days,  and  that  from  Nassau 
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to  Baltimore,  was  usually  from  eight  to  ten  days.     Whereupon, 
the  plaintiff  submitted  the  following  prayers: 

1  St.  That  the  orders  offered  in  evidence,  of  the  26ih  Novem- 
ber, 1839,  not  having  been  recorded  before  the  issuing  of  the 
attachment  in  this  case,  are  no  bar  thereto,  under  the  act  of 
Maryland  J  of  1834,  ch.  79,  sec.  3. 

2nd.  That  even  if  the  said  orders  are  not  a  bar,  for  the  rea- 
son  stated  in  the  1st  prayer,  they  are  not,  unless  the  jury  find 
that  they  were  given  bona  fidc^  and  for  a  valuable  considem- 
tion. 

3rd.  That  the  said  papers,  of  the  25ih  November,  1839,  did 
not  transfer  the  funds  attached,  at  the  time  the  attachment  was 
laid,  independent  of  the  act  aforesaid,  and  independent  of  the 
bona  fides  of  such  papers. 

And  the  defendant  submitted  the  following  prayer: 
That  if  they  find  the  transfer  offered  in  evidence  by  the  de- 
fendant, to  have  been  executed  by  Moses  J.  Moses,  it  is  prima 
facie  fair,  and  to  invalidate  it,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff 
to  satisfy  the  jury,  from  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  that  it  was 
fraudulently  made. 

The  plaintiff  then  offered  his  4th  prayen 
4th.  If  the  jury  find,  from  the  evidence  of  the  defendant,  that 
there  are  circumstances  of  suspicion  in  relation  to  the  fairness 
of  the  papers  of  the  25th  November,  1839,  which,  if  the  said 
papers  were  fairly  executed,  the  defendant  might  explain,  that 
then,  for  the  want  of  such  explanatory  evidence,  the  jury  may 
find  that  said  papers  were  not  fairly  executed,  notwithstanding 
the  prayer  of  defendant. 

And  the  court  (Archer,  C.  J.,  and  Le  Grand,  A.  J.,) 
granted  the  2nd  and  4ih  prayers  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  prayer 
of  the  defendant;  and  rejected  the  3rd  prayer  of  the  plaintiff, 
and,  being  divided  in  opinion  on  the  Ist  prayer  of  the  plaintiff, 
refused  to  give  the  instruction  as  therein  prayed  for. 

To  the  granting  of  which  2nd  and  4ih  prayers  of  the  plain- 
tiff, the  defendant  excepted;  and  to  the  refusal  of  his  1st  and 
3rd  prayers  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

After  the  instructions  in  the  aforegoing  exception  were  given 
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by  the  courts  and  the  plaiDtiff's  counsel  had  addressed  to  the 
jury  the  opening  speech  on  the  evidence,  the  counsel  for  the 
defendant,  in  addressing  the  jury,  asserted  and  insisted,  that 
the  refusal  by  the  court  to  grant  the  plaintiff's  said  first  prayer, 
amounted  to  an  instruction  in  this  case,  that  the  act  of  1834, 
ch.  79,  referred  to  in  said  prayer,  did  not  apply  to  this  case. 
Whereupon  he  was  interrupted  by  the  counsel  of  the  plaintiff, 
who  denied  that  such  was  the  legal  effect  of  said  refusal. 
Whereupon  the  defendant's  counsel  offered  to  the  court  the 
three  following  prayers: 

1st.  If  the  jury  find,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  transfer 
offered  by  the  defendant  was  executed  by  Moses  J.  Moses  to 
L.  J.  MoseSi  bona  Jide^  and  for  a  fair  and  valuable  considera- 
tion, that  the  same  is  not  covered  by  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  1834,  ch.  79. 

2nd.  And  even  if  within  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  that 
the  same  having  been  repealed,  said  transfer  is  valid  and  good. 

3rd.  That  the  court  having  divided  on  the  first  of  the  plain- 
tiff's prayers,  and  on  the  defendant's  first  prayer,  and  excep- 
tions thereto  having  been  taken  by  both  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
the  question  therein  stated,  and  thereby  presented,  is  withdrawn 
from  the  consideration  of  the  jury. 

Which  second  and  third  prayers  the  court  rejected,  and  being 
divided  in  opinion  on  the  first,  refused  to  give  the  instruction 
therein  prayed  for;  to  which  reftisal  to  grant  said  prayers,  the 
defendants  excepted,  and  the  verdict  and  judgment  being 
against  them,  they  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorse y,  C.  J.,  Chambers ^ 
Spence,  Magruder,  Martin,  and  Frick,  J. 

By  Glenn  and  Nelson,  for  the  appellants,  and 

By  R.  Johnson  and  John  J.  Lloyd,  for  the  appellee. 

The  points  made  in  drgument  were  the  same  as  the  propo- 
sitions contained  in  the  prayers  offered  by  the  respective  parties. 

The  3rd  sec.  of  the  act  of  1834,  ch.  79,  repealed  by  the  act 
of  1847,  ch.  107,  is  as  follows: 
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^^And  be  ii  enactedy  that  where  any  attachment^  as  aforesaid, 
shall  hereafter  be  levied  or  laid  upon  any  lands,  tenements, 
hereditaments,  goods^  or  chattels,  or  credits,  of  a  non-resident 
defendant  or  defendants,  no  conveyance,  transfer  or  assignment 
of  any  such  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  goods,  or  chattels, 
or  credits,  shall  have  any  effect  against  such  attachment,  unless 
the  same  shall  have  been  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of 
the  county  in  which  such  attachment  shall  have  issued,  before 
the  time  of  such  issuing.'' 

Magroder,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

In  this  case  an  attachment  was  laid  by  a  creditor  of  the  de- 
fendant, in  the  hands  of  a  person  who  certainly  had  been  in- 
debted to  the  defendant.  It  is  said  that  the  defendant,  pre- 
viously to  the  issuing  of  this  attachment,  had  transferred  this 
claim  to  another  person.  There  is,  however,  no  proof  of  any 
such  assignment  or  transfer  being  recorded. 

The  only  question  is,  whether  the  terms  used  in  the  act  of 
1834,  comprehend  choses  in  action  9  This  question,  we  think, 
was  decided  by  this  court  in  a  case  on  the  Eastern  Shore, 
(Massey  vs.  Hesson  and  Hanlan,)  decided  June  term.  1846. 
The  garnishee  was  indebted  to  the  defendant  on  an  award 
which  the  latter  had  assigned  previously  to  the  attachment  being 
issued,  but  the  assignment  was  not  recorded,  and  because  it 
was  not  recorded,  the  court  decided,  that  the  claim  could  be 
attached.  We  think,  therefore,  that  the  court  below  ought  to 
have  decided  this  question  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  there. 

We  think  that  the  court  below  erred  in  saying  to  the  jury, 
'^  that  there  are  circumstances  of  suspicion  in  relation  to  the  fair- 
ness of  the  papers  offered  by  the  defendant,  of  25th  November, 
1839,  which,  if  the  said  papera  were  fairly  executed,  the  defen- 
dant might  explain,  and  for  the  want  of  such  explanatory  evi- 
dence, the  jury  may  find  the  said  papers  were  not  fairly  exe- 
cuted." This  seems  to  instruct  the  jury,  that  they  must  believe 
the  testimony  relative  to  the  circumstances  of  suspicion,  and 
leaves  them  in  ignorance  of  what  are  those  suspicious  circum- 
stances. 
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The  decision  of  this  court,  however,  upon  the  former  point, 
renders  this  instruction  of  no  importance.  The  appellant  can- 
not complain  of  it,  because,  by  it,  he  was  not  injured.  When 
it  is  settled  that  the  assignment,  whether  bona  Jide  or  not,  is  of 
no  effect  in  the  trial  of  the  issue,  it  is  immaterial  whether  it  was 
fairly  executed  or  not. 

Upon  the  first  question,  relative  to  the  validity  of  the  trans- 
fer, or  (he  necessity  of  recording  it,  the  court  below  was  equally 
divided,  and  the  effect  of  such  equal  division  is  to  be  ascer- 
tained. 

The  defendant  contended,  that  the  question  was  withdrawn 
from  the  consideration  of  the  jury.  If  so,  how  were  the  jury 
to  render  a  verdict?  What  disposition  was  to  be  made  of  the 
case?  In  the  United  States^  courts,  when  an  equal  division 
takes  place,  the  trial  stops  until  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Court  can  be  had.  But  we  have  no  such  provision  in  Mart/land. 
The  jury  are  still  to  give  a  true  verdict,  and  are  precisely  in  the 
situation  in  which  they  would  have  been,  if  the  counsel  on  both 
sides  had  declined  applying  to  the  court  for  any  instruction. 

The  usual  course  in  some  of  the  courts  of  Marylandy  is  for 
the  party  who  asks  the  instruction,  which  is  refused,  to  take  his 
exception,  and  then  the  other  party  may  ask  the  court  to  in- 
struct the  jury  that  the  law  is  otherwise  than  as  suggested  by 
his  adversary.  The  equal  division  of  the  court  gives  to  him  an 
opportunity,  also,  of  taking  an  exception,  and  of  obtaining  a 
reversal  of  the  judgment,  if  the  court  erred,  and  he  was  injured 
by  their  error  in  refusing  to  give  his  instruction.  In  the  case 
of  Smith  vs,  Gilmor,  A  H,  ^*  J,y  ]  77,  either  party,  without  a 
second  prayer,  may  except.     See  4  Gilly  209. 

This  court  has  already  decided,  in  the  case  of  Masseij,  before 
alluded  to,  and,  indeed,  in  other  cases,  that  the  repeal  of  the 
act  of  1834,  had  not  the  effect  of  giving  validity  to  assignments 
of  this  description^  before  its  repeal. 

JUDGMENT   AFFIRMED. 

DoRSEY,  C.  J.,  dissented. 
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AsHTON  Alexander  and  Sarah  R.  Alexander,  vs.  Mar- 
garet Walter,  Ann  M.  Walter,  Geo.  K.  Walter, 
AND  others,  Lessee. 

To  make  a  judgment  br  defdult  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  a  bar  to  a  lease, 
and  conclusivo  upon  the  rights  of  the  tenant,  under  the  statute  of  4  Oeo. 
2,  ch,  28,  it  must  clearly  appoar  that  the  court  rendering  the  judgment, 
designed  to  exercise  the  power  conferred  by  the  statute ;  the  affidavit  of  the 
plaintiff,  required  by  that  statute,  must  be  filed  during  the  term  at  which 
the  judgment  was  rendered. 

The  owner  of  a  leasehold  interest  in  a  lot  of  ground,  in  1811,  devised  it  by 
will  to  the  appellees,  the  children  of  his  daughter  M,  with  directions  that 
W,  the  husband  of  Jf,  should  receive  the  rent  thereof.  The  reversion 
in  fee  of  the  same  lot  in  1814,  became  vested  in  S  R  M,  one  of  the  ap- 
pellants. W  took  possession  and  paid  the  ground  rent  to  S  R  itf,  up  to 
March  1819,  when  he  left  the  property.  About  one  year  after  this,  S  R 
JSt  rented  the  lot  to  one  Smithy  against  whom,  in  1823,  the  rent  being  in 
arroar,  she  brought  an  action  of  ejectment,  in  which,  judgment  by  default 
Wfis  rendered  against  the  casual  ejector,  in  March  of  the  same  year,  and  in 
February  1824,  the  affidavit  of  the  plaiutiff  required  under  the  statute  of 
4  Geo.  2,  was  filed  in  the  case.  In  1841,  the  appellees,  who  had  now  at- 
tained age,  brought  ejectment  against  the  appellants  in  possession  of  the 
premises.  Held  :  that  the  proceedings  in  the  ejectment  against  Synith, 
do  not  estop  the  appellants  from  denying  W^s  possession  of  the  premises 
at  the  time  that  ejectment  was  brought. 

W  not  being  a  party  to  the  suit  against  Smith,  and  having  no  privity  or  connec- 
tion  with  the  latter,  who  was  the  immediate  tenant  of  S  RM,  bat  claiming 
the  lot  under  the  original  lease,  there  would  be  no  mutuality  in  making  the 
proceedings  in  that  case,  an  estoppel  to  the  appellants  in  this. 

As  the  appellants  could  not  rely  upon  the  recovery  in  the  ejectment  against 
Smithf  as  a  bar  to  the  right  of  the  appellees  to  recover  in  this  suit,  the  rule 
of  reciprocity  upon  which  the  doctrine  of  estoppels  stands,  forbids  the  lat- 
ter from  using  the  same  recovery  as  an  estoppel  to  the  former. 

Estoppels  must  be  reciprocal  and  bind  both  parties.  They  operate  only  on 
parties  and  privies  in  blood  or  estate,  and  can  be  used  neither  by  nor 
against  strangers. 

As  between  the  appellant  and  Smith,  the  former  would  be  estoppod  from 
denying  the  statement  in  the  affidavit  of  iS  R  AT,  filed  in  the  ejectment 
case  against  the  latter,  but  IT,  the  father  of  the  appellees,  and  who  was 
directed  to  receive  the  rents  of  the  lot,  was  a  stranger  to  that  suit,  and  did 
not  act  upon,  nor  was  be  misled,  injured,  or  deceived  by  the  admission  in 
that  affidavit,  it  cannot,  therefore,  operate  as  an  estoppel  in  pais,  to  pre- 
clude the  appellants  from  showing  in  this  case  that  they  took  possession 
prior  to  the  time  when  the  ejectmeoi  in  that  case  was  brought. 


240  CASES  IN  THE  COURT  OF  APPEALS 

Alexander  va,  Walter,  et  aL,  Lcsseo. — 1849. 

Estoppels  in  pat«,  cannot  be  pleaded,  but  are  ^rivon  in  evidenpo  to  the  jury, 
and  under  the  direction  of  the  court,  may  operate  as  effectually  as  techni- 
cal estoppels. 

As  a  general  rule,  a  pirty  will  bo  precludod  from  denying  bis  own  acts  or 
admissions,  which  were  expressly  designed  to  influence  the  conduct  of 
another,  and  did  so  influence  it,  and  when  such  denial  will  operate  to  the 
injury  of  the  latter;  but  as  to  third  persons,  ho  is  not  bound,  but  may  show 
that  such  admissions  were  mistaken  or  untrue. 

The  doctrine  of  estoppels  in  paist  stands  upon  the  broad  grounds  of  public 
policy  and  good  faith  :  it  is  interposed  to  prevent  injustice,  and  to  guard 
against  fraud,  by  denying  to  a  party  the  right  to  repudiate  his  admissions 
when  they  have  been  acted  upon  by  persons  to  whom  they  were  directed* 
and  whose  conduct  they  were  intended  to  influence. 

The  rale  in  Neio  York^  that  a  possession  of  fourteen  years  is  the  period  from 
which  a  regular  re-entry  at  common  law  for  the  non-payment  of  rent,  may 
bo  presumed,  is  entirely  arbitrary,  and  not  sustained  by  authority  or  analo. 
gy,  and  cannot  receive  the  assent  of  this  court. 

Where  a  lease  contains  a  clause  of  re-entry  for  non-payment  of  rent,  twenty 
years  uninterrupted,  exclusive,  notorious  and  adversary  possession  of  the 
lessor,  and  those  claiming  under  him,  will,  in  analogy  to  the  statute  of 
limitations,  warrant  the  presumption  of  a  regular  re-entry  at  common  law. 

fiut  a  prayer  which  omits  to  present  the  question  of  adversary  possession,  as 
a  fact  to  be  found  by  the  jury,  will  bo  defective. 

From  analogy  to  the  statute  of  limitations  and  the  doctrine  of  presumptions 
OS  applied  to  land,  a  possession  for  a  less  period  than  twenty  years,  is  not 
suflicient  to  warrant  the  presumption  of  a  regular  re-entry  at  common  law 
for  the  non-payment  of  the  rent  reserved  by  the  lease. 

The  mere  docket  entry  in  an  ejectment  case  of  <*agreod,"  not  followed  by  a 
judgment  disniissmg  the  suit,  cannot  have  the  efiect  to  extinguish  the 
legal  title  of  the  plaintiff*  in  the  land  for  which  the  ejectment  was  brought ; 
the  deduction  to  bo  drawn  from  it  is,  that  each  party  retired  from  the  liti- 
gation, leaving  their  rights  precisely  as  they  stood  before  the  suit  was 
begun. 

Tlie  deed  of  the  collector  of  the  city  of  Baltimore^  conveying  to  the  pur. 
chaser,  property  sold  under  the  act  of  1816,  ch.  171,  is  evidence  of  the 
factum  of  the  sale ;  the  right  to  convey  is  implied  from  the  power  to  sell. 

But  this  deed  is  not  evidence  of  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  preceding 
the  sale,  and  out  of  which  the  power  to  sell  arose. 

The  power  to  sell,  vested  in  tho  collector  by  the  act  of  1816,  ch.  171,  is  a 
naked  power,  specially  conferred  by  statute,  under  proceedings  ex  parte  in 
character,  and  the  purchaser  who  claims  under  such  power,  must  show 
affirmatively  and  positively  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  out  of  which 
it  grew,  and  the  existence  of  all  the  prerequisites  upon  which  its  lawful 
exercise  depended. 

A  notice  of  sale  under  the  3rd  section  of  the  act  of  1816,  ch.  171,  which 
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describes  the  property  as  "a  lot  belonjriog  to  W,  situated  on  the  east  side  of 
South  street,  assessed  with  damages  to  the  sum  of  (6.72,'*  without  desig- 
nating its  dimensions,  on  the  particular  part  of  the  street  on  which  it  is 
located,  by  reference  to  a  plat  or  otherwise,  is  too  vague  and  uncertain  in 
its  terms,  and  is  a  fatal  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  sale. 
The  advertisement  must  describe  the  property  so  definitely  and  precisely  as 
that  purchasers  may,  without  dificulty,  estimate  its  value. 

Appeal  from  Baltimore  county  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment^  instituted  by  the  lessee  of 
the  appellees,  on  the  I9th  of  April,  1841,  for  a  lot  of  land 
situated  on  the  east  side  of  Sonth  street,  in  the  city  of  Balti- 
more, particularly  described  in  the  declaration. 

The  tenants  in  possession,  the  appellants,  appeared  and 
pleaded  non  cul,  on  which  issue  was  joined. 

Upon  the  first  trial  of  this  case,  the  verdict  under  certain  in- 
structions by  the  court  was  for  the  defendants,  the  present  appel- 
lants, and  from  the  judgment  thereon  rendered,  the  plaintiffs, 
the  present  appellees,  appealed,  and  at  December  term  1844, 
the  Court  of  Appeals  reversed  the  judgment  and  awarded  a 
procedendo.    The  report  of  this  appeal  is  in  2  GUI,  204. 

The  trial  under  the  procedendo  was  had  at  May  term  1847. 
At  this  trial,  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  issue  on  his  pai*t,  proved 
that  Daniel  Bowlet/y  who  is  admitted  to  have  been  at  the  time, 
seized  in  fee  of  the  lot  of  land  in  controversy,  executed  a  lease 
thereof  to  one  Solomon  Ettingy  dated  the  2l8t  of  December, 
1798.  This  lease  was  for  ninety-nine  years,  renewable  forever, 
reserving  the  yearly  rent  of  $100,  payable  to  the  lessor,  his 
heirs,  and  assigns,  on  the  1st  of  May  in  each  year,  and  eon- 
tained  a  clause  of  re-entry  for  the  non-payment  of  the  rent. 

The  plaintiff  then  proved  that  this  lease  by  several  mesne 
conveyances  become  vested  in  George  G,  Krausy  who  died 
in  November,  1811,  having  first  duly  executed  his  will,  which 
contained  the  following  devise  of  the  lot  in  question  : 

'^liem. — I  give  to  the  children  of  my  oldest  daughter,  Mar- 
garet  Walter,  the  brick  warehouse  in  South  street,  with  its 
a{4)urtenances  thereon,  during  the  residue  of  the  term  original- 
ly letten,  with  the  benefit  of  renewal  forever,  subject  to  the 
31        V.8 
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yearly  rent  reserved  ihereon.  The  rent  thereof,  my  son-in- 
law,  Philip  Walter,  shall  receive,  as  soon  as  he  and  my 
daughter  Margaret  keep  house  (or  themselves,  diud  not  sooner." 

And  further  proved  that  Margaret  Walter  and  her  husband 
Philip  Walter,  named  in  said  will,  survived  the  testator,  but 
died  before  this  suit  was  instituted,  and  that  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff,  are  the  children  of  said  Margaret  and  Philip, 

And  the  defendants  on  their  part  proved,  that  the  said  Daniel 
Bowly  conveyed  to  John  Merryman,  the  reversion  in  fee  of 
said  ground,  by  deed,  duly  executed  on  the  15th  of  August, 
1S06  ]  and  that  by  devise  under  the  will  of  said  John  Merry- 
man,  duly  proved  and  admitted  to  record,  said  reversion  be- 
came vested  in  the  defendant  Sarah  Rogers  Alexander^  on  the 
23rd  of  February,  1814. 

And  further  read  in  evidence  the  deposition  of  John  Merry- 
man,  taken  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  by  consent  of  parties, 
subject  to  all  exceptions  as  to  the  effect  of  the  testimony. 

^'That  deponent  is  a  brother  of  Sarah  Alexander,  wife  of 
the  defendant,  Ashton  Alexander,  and  knows  the  lot  in  con- 
troversy, the  reversion  of  which,  John  Merrymanj  deponent's 
father,  had  acquired,  it  being  leased  to  George  Kravs  -,  that 
the  ground  rent  was,  after  his  father's  death,  the  property  of 
said  Sarah;  that  Kraus  paid  the  ground  rent  to  deponent's 
father,  and  afterwards  to  said  Sarah,  until  said  Kravs^  death, 
after  which,  Philip  Walter,  who  married  Kravs*  daughter, 
took  possession  of  the  ground,  and  paid  the  ground  rent  for 
some  years,  the  last  payment  he  made  was  up  to  1st  May^ 
1819.  Soon  afterwards,  Philip  Walter  moved  from  the 
property,  and  the  house  was  shut  up  and  no  tenant  in  it,  and 
continued  so  for  upwards  of  a  year.  Deponent,  for  his  sis- 
ter, (Sarah,)  then  rented  out  the  property  to  one  Horton^ 
who  remained  in  the  property  upwards  of  a  year,  and  at  length 
moved  away,  and  then  the  property  remained  unoccupied  about 
a  year,  and  then  deponent  rented  it  to  a  Mr,  Smith.  Depo- 
nent received  from  Horton  and  Smith,  about  $190  for  his 
sister,  and  paid  for  her  all  the  taxes :  county  taxes  back  to  1819, 
the  city  taxes  beginning  in  1820  or  1821,  not  later  than  1821. 
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Smith  was  not  in  the  property  more  than  three  months^  he  left 
it;  deponent  thinks,  in  the  year  1822.  After  Smith  went;  de- 
ponent rented  the  property  for  his  sister^  to  SheUman  and 
Swain,  and  they  occupied  it  until  Dr.  Alexander  married  his 
sister;  and  then  deponent's  agency  ceased.  No  ground  rent 
paid  to  his  sister  after  Ist  of  May,  1819." 

And  further  to  prove  ttie  issue  on  their  part,  the  defendants 
read  in  evidence,  by  consent;  the  act  of  1816;  ch.  171;  en- 
titled; ^'An  act  authorising  the  connecting  of  Water  street 
with  King  Georges  street  at  Jones^  falls;  in  the  city  of  BaU 
timore.^^ 

The  Ist  section  of  this  act  authorises  and  requires  the  city 
commissioners  of  Baltimore,  ^^to  alter  and  extend  the  lines  of 
Water  street  from  Warden  street  to  Jones^  falls;  and  to  alter 
and  extend  the  lines  of  King  Oeorges  street  to  said  falls,  in 
such  manner  as  shall  be  found  most  suitable  for  erecting  a 
bridge  over  said  falls;  thereby  affording  a  convenient  passage 
from  one  of  those  streets  into  the  other;  and  to  make  and  re- 
turn a  plat  of  such  alterations  and  extensions  to  the  register  of 
the  city.'' 

The  2nd  section  authorises  and  requires  the  mayor  of  said 
city  ^Uo  appoint  five  suitable  persons  as  assessors,  to  value  and 
assess  the  damages  which  may  be  sustained  by  any  person  or 
persons;  by  the  altering  and  extending  said  streets;"  and  to  ap- 
portion such  damages  to  and  amongst  the  owners  of  property, 
who  in  their  judgment;  shall  be  benefited  thereby." 

The  3rd  section  authorises  and  requires  the  city  collector  "to 
collect  the  damages  to  be  apportioned  as  aforesaid  from  the 
several  persons  chargeable  therewith;  in  the  like  manner  as 
public  taxes  of  the  city,  or  by  sale  of  the  property,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  may  be  necessary  therefor;  on  which  such  damages 
may  be  assessed;  if  the  owner  or  owners  shall  neglect  or  refuse 
to  discharge  the  same;  first  giving  at  least  thirty  days'  notice; 
in  two  or  more  newspapers  published  in  the  city  of  Baltimore^ 
of  the  time  and  place  of  such  sale." 

And  further  ofi*ered  in  evidence  the  plat  returned  agreeably 
to  the  said  act  by  the  city  commissioners  of  Baltimore^  and 
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the  appointment  thereupon  of  assessors  conformably  to  said 
act^  who  proceeded  to  execute  the  duties  assigned  them;  and 
read  in  evidence  the  said  proceedings^  which,  so  far  as  the  lot 
in  controversy  is  concerned^  state  the  assessment  of  it  as 
follows  :    "East  side  South  street,  Philip  WaUer,  $6.72." 

That  portion  of  the  original  plat  returned  as  above,  which 
contained  the  location  of  the  lot  in  dispute,  had  been  torn  off 
and  lost. 

And  the  defendants  to  prove  a  sale  for  satisfying  the  assess- 
ment of  the  piece  of  ground  claimed  in  this  cause  under  the 
said  act,  and  due  notice  of  said  sale,  read  in  evidence  the  fol- 
lowing notice  of  sale : 

"In  pursuance  of  the  act  of  Assembly  for  connecting  WcUer 
street  with  King  Georges  street,  at  Jones^  falls. 

Notice  is  hereby  giveuj  that  on  Tuesday,  the  25th  day  of 
July  next,  at  the  auction  room  of  Messrs.  Van  Wyck  and  Mor- 
gan, will  be  offered  for  sale  for  cash  to  the  highest  bidder,  (in 
default  of  the  payment  of  the  sums  with  which  they  are  re- 
spectively charged,  and  cost  of  advertising,)  the  following  lots 
of  ground  with  ^eir  improvements^  or  so  much  thereof  as 
may  be  necessary,  which  have  been  assessed  to  the  persons 
whose  names  are  set  opposite  thereto,  viz  : 

Lot  on  east  side  South  street,  $6.72,  Philip  Widter,'* 
&c.,  <fcc.  "Thomas  Rogers,  Collector." 

''Baltimore,  June  23rd,  1820." 

And  proved  that  the  same  was  published  for  thirty  days  be- 
fore said  sale,  in  two  daily  newspapers  published  in  the  said 
city.  And  further  read  in  evidence  the  deed  of  said  Thomas 
Rogers,  as  collector  aforesaid,  dated  16ih  of  October,  1820,  and 
conveying  to  Philip  Reigart,  the  lot  in  question.  This  deed 
recites  the  proceedings  of  the  assessors  under  the  aforesaid  act 
of  Assembly,  and  the  sale  of  this  lot  in  pursuance  thereof  to 
Reigart,  for  the  sum  of  $50.  They  also  offered  in  evidence  a 
deed  from  said  Reigart,  the  purchaser,  conveying  said  lot  to 
the  defendant  Sarah,  on  the  1st  of  October,  1847. 

And  the  plaintiffs  then  further  to  prove  the  issue  on  their 
part,  offered  in  evidence,  (subject  to  all  objection  on  the  part  of 
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the  defendants  to  the  effect  (hereof,)  a  lecord  of  proceedings 
in  Baltimore  county  court,  being  an  action  commenced  by 
Sarah  R.  Merrymnn*s  Lessee^  against  Isaac  J,  Smithy  on 
the  17th  of  March  1823,  for  the  lot  of  ground  in  contro- 
versy. The  sheriff  returned  the  copy  of  the  declaration, 
"copy  set  up  on  the  premises  17th  of  March,  1823."  A  judg- 
ment by  default  at  March  term  1823,  was  rendered  against  the 
casual  ejector.  The  day  of  the  demise  was  1st  January,  1816. 
On  the  12th  of  February,  1824,  the  affidavit  of  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff,  recited  in  the  opinion,  was  filed  in  the  cause,  and 
on  the  same  day,  the  plaintiff  sued  out  a  writ  of  hab.  fac. 
pos.y  under  which  possession  was  given  on  the  24th  of  Febru- 
ary, 1824. 

And  also,  (subject  to  objection  as  aforesaid,)  read  in  evi- 
dence a  record  of  proceedings  in  ejectment,  being  an  action 
commenced  by  the  said  Phillip  Reigart^s  Lessee,  against 
PhUip  Walter y  on  the  2nd  of  November,  1820,  for  the  lot  in 
question.  The  demise  laid  in  the  declaration,  is  on  the  26lh 
of  October,  1820,  and  the  return  of  the  sheriff  is,  "copy  set 
up  on  the  premises  the  15th  day  of  March,  1821."  WaUer, 
the  defendant  and  tenant  in  possession,  appeared  and  pleaded 
non  cut.  The  cause  was  then  continued  from  term  to  term, 
until  June,  1824,  when  the  following  docket  entry  was  made 
in  the  cause.     "Agreed,  10th  of  June,  1824." 

And  also  proved,  that  the  defendants  in  the  former  trial  in 
this  court,  offered  in  evidence  on  their  part,  the  said  proceed- 
ings in  the  case  of  Sarah  R.  Merryman  against  Smithy  it 
being  admitted  that  said  Sarah  is  the  present  defendant,  Sarah 
Rogers  Alexander y  wife  of  the  defendant  Ashton. 

And  thereupon  the  plaintiff  prayed  of  the  court  the  follow- 
ing instruction  to  the  jury. 

That  the  proceedings  in  ejectment,  in  Merryman^s  LesseCy 
vs.  Smithy  estop  the  defendant  from  denying  the  possession 
of  Waltery  of  the  premises  in  question,  at  the  time  when  such 
ejectment  was  brought. 

The  defendants  prayed  the  court  to  direct  the  jury,  that — 

Ist.  If  they  shall  find  that  the  defendant,  Sarahy  entered 
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into  poesession  of  the  premises  described  in  the  lease  from 
Daniel  Bowley  to  Solomon  Eltingy  by  renting  them  out^  as 
stated  in  the  testimony,  and  that  there  was  under  the  lease  in 
evidence,  one  year's  rent  in  arrear  when  the  possession  was  so 
taken,  and  that  she  and  her  husband,  AsfUon  Alexander^  have 
so  thenceforth  kept  the  said  possession,  and  were,  and  had  been 
80  in  possession  for  more  than  twenty  years  before  the  bringing 
of  this  action  ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  claim  title  under  the  lease 
of  Daniel  Bowley y  read  in  evidence;  then,  that  the  defendant 
Sarah  became,  by  devise  from  John  Merry^nany  the  owner  in 
fee  of  the  reversion  of  said  Daniel  Bowley y  arising  on  said 
lease;  and  that  said  reversion  was  vested  in  her,  at  the  time  of 
her  taking  possession  in  manner  aforesaid,  at  and  before  the 
rent  aforesaid,  became  as  aforesaid,  in  arrear,  then  the  plaintiffs 
are  not  entitled  to  recover. 

2nd.  If  the  jury  shall  find  that  the  defendant,  Sarahy  en- 
tered into  possession  in  manner  as  stated  in  the  aforegoing 
prayer,  and  that  she  and  her  said  husband  have  thenceforth 
continually  held  said  possession;  and  bad  so  held  it  more  than 
fourteen  years,  when  this  suit  was  instituted;  and  if  they  shall 
find  the  other  matters  set  forth  in  the  above  prayer;  the  plain- 
tiflfs  are  not  entitled  to  recover. 

3rd.  if  the  jury  shall  find  the  passing  of  the  act  of  Assem- 
bly in  relation  to  Water  street,  read  in  evidence,  and  that  all 
the  proceedings  thereunder,  as  given  in  evidence,  took  place, 
and  that  thirty  days'  notice  of  the  sale  of  the  property  assessed , 
as  to  Philip  WaUery  in  said  proceedings,  took  place,  and  that 
said  property  was  the  property  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  in  this 
case;  and  that  a  sale  did  accordingly  take  place  of  said  proper- 
ty, and  that  thereupon  the  deeds  of  ThomcLS  Rogersy  the  city 
collector,  to  Reigarty  and  from  Reigart  to  Sarah  Alexander y 
vfere  executed  and  acknowledged,  and  recorded,  as  set  forth  in 
the  testimony,  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entided  to  recover. 

And  the  court,  (Archer,  C.  J.,  and  Le  Grand,  A.  J.,) 
granted  the  instruction  prayed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  refused 
to  grant  the  prayers  of  the  defendants;  to  which  opinion  of 
the  court  in  granting  and  refusing  the  respective  prayers  afore- 
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said,  ihe  defendants  excepted,  and  the  verdict  and  judgment 
being  against  them,  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorsy,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
Spence  and  Martin,  J. 

By  Meredith  and  Mater,  for  the  appellants,  and 
By  Glenn,  for  the  appellees. 

Martin,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  first  question  presented  for  our  examination  by  this 
record,  is,  whether  the  court  below  erred  in  deciding  that  the 
proceedings  in  the  ejectment  of  Menyman^g  Lessee,  against 
Smithy  estop  the  defendants  in  this  case,  from  denying  the 
possession  of  Philip  Walter y  of  the  premises  in  controversy,  at 
the  time  when  such  ejectment  was  brought? 

When  this  case  was  before  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  1844, 
2  Gill,  204,  the  character  of  the  judgment  rendered  by  BaUi- 
more  county  court,  in  the  ejectment  cause  to  which  we  have 
reference,  was  considered;  and  it  was  then  held  by  the  court, 
that  it  was  not  to  be  treated  as  a  statutory  judgment,  under  the 
act  of  4  Geo.  2,  ch,  28,  and  vested  no  title  in  Mrs.  Alexan- 
der y  then  Miss  Merryman,  and  constituted  no  bar  to  the  ap- 
pellee's right  to  recover  the  demised  premises.  The  language 
of  the  court  is  : 

^'To  give  to  this  judgment  the  efScacy  ascribed  to  it,  it 
must  appear  to  this  court  to  be  a  judgment  rendered  under  the 
statute  of  4  Geo.  2 ;  or  in  other  words,  the  record  must  dis- 
close such  facts  and  circumstances  as  would  justify  us  in  be- 
lieving or  assuming,  that  in  rendering  its  judgment,  the  court 
below  designed  to  exercise  the  authority  conferred  on  it  by  the 
statute.  The  record  before  us  discloses  nothing  which  could 
warrant  us  in  any  such  assumption  or  belief.  AH  the  pro- 
ceedings in  ejectment;  until  long  after  the  judgment,  show  it 
to  have  been  an  ordinary  case  of  ejectment,  (having  no  con- 
nection with  the  statute,)  the  judgment  in  which,  is  conclu- 
rive  upon  nobody." 
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In  the  proceedings  in  this  ejectment  of  MerrymarCs  Lessee^ 
vs.  Smith,  an  affidavit  was  filed  by  Sarah  Rogers  Merrymariy 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  in  which  she  deposed  :  'Uhat  at  the 
time  of  issuing  the  declaration,  and  before  the  time  of  serving 
a  copy  of  said  declaration  on  the  tenant  in  the  possession  of 
the  premises,  in  said  declaration  mentioned,  there  was  and  is 
now  due,  and  in  arrear  to  the  said  Sarah,  as  landlord  of  said 
premises,  the  sum  of  $300,  for  three  years'  rent  of  said  premis- 
es ;  and  the  further  sum  of  $49.60,  balance  due,  and  in  arrear 
for  one  other  year's  rent  thereof ;  and  that  at  the  time  of  serv- 
ing the  copy  of  the  said  declaration  on  the  tenant  in  possession 
of  the  premises,  in  said  declaration  mentioned,  she  was,  and 
now  is,  landlord  of  said  premises,  and  that  the  said  Isaac  J. 
Smith  was  the  tenant  in  the  possession  thereof  -,  and  that  she 
then  had,  and  now  has  power  to  re-enter  on  said  premises  for 
non-payment  of  said  rent ;  and  that  at  the  time,  and  before 
said  ejectment  was  served,  no  sufficient  distress  was  found  on 
said  premises,  and  countervailing  the  arrears  of  rent  then  due 
to  this  deponent."  This  affidavit  was  sworn  to  on  the  3rd  of 
February,  1824.  And  the  propositions  presented  for  our  con- 
sideration on  this  branch  of  the  case,  is,  whether  the  proceed- 
ings in  this  ejectment  are  to  be  regarded  as  an  estoppel,  as 
matter  of  record,  or  as  an  estoppel  in  pais  standing  upon  the 
affidavit,  so  as  to  preclude  the  appellants  from  showing  by 
evidence,  that  they  were  in  the  possession  of  the  demised 
premises,  antecedent  to  the  17th  of  March,  1823,  the  period  at 
which  the  ejectment  was  instituted  ? 

It  is  impossible  to  maintain  that  the  proceedings  in  the  eject- 
ment are  to  be  treated  as  an  estoppel  by  the  record.  Irrespec- 
tive of  all  other  objections,  they  are  deficient  in  the  indispen- 
sable ingredient  of  mutuality.  Philip  Walter  was  not  a 
party  to  the  suit  in  which  the  judgment  by  default  was  ren- 
dered. He  had  no  connection  or  privity  with  Smith,  the  ten- 
ant in  possession.  So  far  from  being  represented  by  Smith, 
their  titles  were  conflicting  and  antagonistical ;  Walter  profess- 
ing to  claim  under  the  original  lease,  and  Smith  holding  the 
property,  so  long  as  he  retained  it,  as  the  immediate  tenant  of 
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Mrs.  Alexander.  The  Court  of  Appeals^  in  2  Gilly  204,  de- 
cided that  it  was  not  competent  for  the  appellants  to  rely  upon 
this  recovery  in  the  ejectment^  in  the  case  of  Merryman^s 
LesseSy  vs.  Walter y  as  a  conclusive  bar  against  the  right  of  the 
appellees  to  recover  the  demised  property  in  this  action ,  and 
the  rule  of  reciprocity  upon  which  this  doctrine  of  estoppel 
stands^  forbids  the  appellees  from  using  it  as  an  estoppel 
against  the  defendants.  The  authorities  upon  this  point  are 
uniform  and  conclusive. 

In  Viner^s  Abg.  tU.  Estop. y  sec.  Ay  2,  the  law  of  estoppel  is 
thus  laid  down.  '^Every  estoppel  ought  to  be  reciprocal,  that 
is  to  bind  both  parties,  and  this  is  the  reason,  that  regularly  a 
stranger  shall  neither  take  advantage,  nor  be  bound  by  the  es- 
toppel, privies  in  blood  as  the  heir,  privies  in  estates,  as  the 
feoffee,  lessee,  <S6c.,  privies  in  law,  as  the  lord  by  escheat, 
&c.     Shall  be  bound  and  take  advantage  of  estoppels.'' 

In  the  case  of  Gaunt  vs.  Waintnan,  3  Bingh.yN.\C,y  69, 
the  assignees  of  the  demandant's  husband,  who  was  a  bank- 
rupt, conveyed  the  lands  in  controversy  to  the  tenant  as  free- 
holder. It  was  a  writ  of  dower,  and  the  question  was,  whether 
the  defendant  who  claimed  under  the  deed,  was  estopped  from 
showing  that  the  premises  were  leasehold  ? 

Tindaly  C.  /.,  ruled  it  to  be  no  estoppel.  He  said,  '^As 
between  the  parties  to  the  deed,  there  may  be  an  estoppel ;  but 
it  is  set  up  against  a  stranger  to  the  deed.  Suppose  the  tenant 
had  bought  the  premises  as  leasehold,  would  the  demandant 
be  estopped  to  say  that  they  were  freehold  ?  This  is  a  case  in 
which  the  defendant  is  not  precluded  from  showing  the  real 
nature  of  the  estate.  According  to  Coke  Lit,,  352y  a., 
every  estoppel  ought  to  be  reciprocal,  that  is,  to  bind  both 
parties,  and  this  is  the  reason  that  regularly  a  stranger  shall 
neither  take  advantage,  nor  be  bound  by  the  estoppel." 

In  Lansing  vs.  Montgomery y  2  John.  Rep.y  381,  an  action 
of  trespass  was  brought  by  Montgomery  against  two  defendants, 
Lansing  and  Goeway.  Goetoay  pleaded  a  former  suit,  and  a 
judgment  in  his  favor^  to  which  the  plaintiif  demurred;  and 
judgment  was  given  for  the  defendant.  Lansing y  the  other 
32        V.8 
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defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue.  It  was  held  by  the  court 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  estopped  by  his  demurrer  to  the  plea 
of  Goeway,  from  replying  to  the  plea  of  Lansings  and  going 
to  trial  on  that  issue;  upon  the  ground  that  Lansing  was  not 
a  party  to  the  demurrer,  ^^and  one  that  is  not  bound  by^  cannot 
take  an  advantage  of^  an  estoppel." 

In  Hurst^s  Lessee jvs,  McNeil y  1  Wash.  C.  C.  Rep.y  70, 
the  defendant's  counsel  offered  to  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury, 
the  record  of  a  trial  between  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  and  one 
Pemberton.  The  evidence  was  ruled  to  be  inadmissible.  Mr, 
Justice  Washington  said,  ''If  there  be  a  point  completely  settled 
and  at  rest,  it  is  this,  that  a  verdict  between  different  persons 
cannot  be  given  in  evidence  in  a  suit  of  one  of  the  parties 
against  a  stranger." 

Lord  CokSy  in  his  twenty-first  reading  on  fines,  says,  ''es- 
toppel is  reciprocal ;  for  he  that  shall  not  be  concluded  by  the 
record  or  other  matter  of  estoppel,  shall  not  conclude  another 
by  it;  except  in  the  case  of  the  King,  and  that  depends  upon 
his  prerogative."  This  passage  is  quoted  by  Mr.  Justice  Bay- 
ley  y  in  Doe  vs.  Martyn^  8  barn.  ^  Cres.y  497,  where  he 
clearly  enunciates  the  principle,  conclusive  upon  the  point  we 
are  now  considering,  that  estoppels  must  be  reciprocal,  that  they 
operate  only  on  parties  and  privies,  and  that  they  can  be  used 
neither  by,  nor  against  strangers. 

We  have  already  seen  that  the  afiSdavit  of  the  3rd  of  Febru- 
ary, ]  823,  filed  by  one  of  the  appellants,  as  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff,  in  Merryman^s  Lessecy  against  Smithy  states  that 
Smith  was,  at  the  time  a  copy  of  the  declaration  in  the  eject- 
ment was  served  upon  him,  that  is,  on  the  17th  of  March, 
1823,  the  tenant  in  possession  of  the  premises  in  dispute;  and 
this  afiSdavit,  containing  as  it  does,  the  declarations  of  a  party 
to  the  record  in  the  present  suit,  was  unquestionably  admissible 
in  evidence  as  an  element  in  the  testimony  introduced  into  the 
cause,  to  be  considered  and  weighed  by  the  jury,  with  respect 
to  the  question  as  to  the  period  at  which  the  appellants  first  en- 
tered into  the  possession  of  this  property.  The  counsel  for  the 
appellees  has,  however,  contended  that  the  admission  embodied 
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ia  this  affidavit^  opeiates  as  an  estoppel  in  pais;  is  conclusive  in 
its  character;  and  precludes  the  appellants  from  proving  that 
they  took  possession  of  the  premises  in  controversy,  prior  to  the 
time  when  the  ejectment  of  Merryman^s  Lessee  against  Smith 
was  brought.  The  solution  of  the  question  thus  raised  by  the 
argument  of  the  counsel  for  the  appellees,  depends  upon  au- 
thority, and  we  are  satisfied,  after  a  careful  examination  of  the 
prominent  cases  upon  the  subject,  that  his  proposition  cannot 
be  maintained. 

The  doctrine  upon  this  point  is  correctly  stated  by  the  court, 
in  the  case  of  The  Wetland  Canal  Company  vs.  Hathaway,  8 
Wend. ,  483.     The  court  said : — 

''An  estoppel  is  so  called  because  a  man  is  concluded  from 
saying  any  thing,  even  the  truth, against  his  own  act  or  admis- 
sion. The  acts  set  up  in  this  case,  it  is  not  pretended,  consti- 
tute a  technical  estoppel,  which  can  only  be  by  deed  or  matter 
of  record;  but  it  is  said  they  should  operate  by  way  of  estoppel, 
an  estoppel  in  pais.  Such  estoppels  cannot  be  pleaded,  but 
are  given  in  evicence  to  the  court  and  jury,  and  may  operate  as 
effectually  as  a  technical  estoppel,  under  the  direction  of  tlie 
court.  *  ♦  ♦  As  a  general  rule,  a  party  will  be  precluded 
from  denying  his  own  acts  or  admissions,  which  were  expressly 
designed  to  influence  the  conduct  of  another,  and  did  so  in- 
fluence it,  and  when  such  denial  will  opemte  to  the  injury  of 
the  latter.  ♦  ♦  ♦  All  the  cases  in  which  the  acts  or  ad- 
missions of  a  party  are  adjudged  to  operate  against  him,  in  the 
nature  of  estoppel,  are  generally  cases  where,  in  conscience 
and  honest  dealing,  he  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  gainsay 
them." 

In  the  case  of  Dezeli  vs.  Odell,  3  Hill  N.  Y.  Rep.,  21 5,  the 
goods  of  David  Mitchell  and  Alexander  Dezeli,  were  seized 
under  an  execution,  and  were  delivered  to  the  defendant  upon 
his  receipt,  stipulating  to  re-deliver  them  to  the  officer  by  a  de- 
signated day.  They  were  not  surrendered.  And  in  an  action 
of  trover  instituted  by  the  officer  against  the  receiptor,  be  oflfered 
to  prove  that  the  property  was,  at  the  time  of  the  levy  and  re- 
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ccipt,  his  own.    The  receipt  was  ruled  to  be  an  estoppel.    The 
court  said : — 

'^  We  have  the  clear  case  of  an  admission  by  the  defendant, 
intended  to  influence  the  conduct  of  the  man  with  whom  he 
was  dealing,  and  actually  leading  him  into  a  line  of  conduct 
which  must  be  prejudicial  to  his  interests,  unless  the  defendant 
be  cut  off  from  the  power  of  retraction.  This  is  the  very 
definition  of  an  estoppel  iw  pais.  For  the  prevention  of  fraud, 
the  law  holds  the  admission  to  be  conclusive." 

In  the  case  of  Presbyterian  Congregation  of  Saleniy  vs. 
Williams,  9  Wend,y  147,  an  action  of  ejectment  was  instituted 
by  the  plaintiffs,  claiming  to  re-enter  upon  the  premises  in  the 
possession  of  the  defendant,  as  tenant,  for  the  non-payment  of 
rent.  At  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  declaration,  although 
there  was  property  upon  the  land,  the  defendant  declared  that 
It  did  not  belong  to  him,  and  that  it  was  exempted  by  law  from 
being  distrained  for  rent.  At  the  trial,  the  defendant  offered  (o 
show  there  was  sufficient  property  on  the  premises,  out  of  which 
the  rent  could  be  collected,  and  that  the  action  could  not, 
therefore,  be  maintained.  The  defendant  was  considered  by 
the  court  as  the  real  party  to  the  suit,  and  he  was  not  permitted 
to  controvert  his  admissions.  This  was  a  clear  case  for  the  ap^ 
plication  of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel.  The  plaintiffs  were  in- 
fluenced by  the  representations  of  the  defendant,  and  acted 
upon  them.  In  the  language  of  the  court^  the  plaintiffs  had  a 
right  to  rely  upon  the  admission  of  the  defendant,  that  there 
was  not  sufficient  property  on  the  premises,  liable  to  distress^  to 
countervail  the  arrears  of  rent,  and  he  ought  not  to  be  permitted 
to  defeat  the  action,  by  showing  what  he  then  said  was  false, 
and  thereby  reap  an  advantage  from  his  own  wrong  and  false- 
hood. 

In  Heane  vs,  Rogers ^  9  Bam.  Sf  Ores.,  677,  an  action  of 
trover  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  (against  whom  a  commission 
of  bankruptcy  had  issued,)  against  his  assignees,  to  recover 
goods,  which  they,  as  such  assignees,  had  sold.  To  prove  that 
the  plaintiff  was  a  bankrupt,  the  defendants  introduced  a  notice 
addressed;  by  the  plaintiff;  to  certain  persons  from  whom  he  had 
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leased  aa  estate,  in  pursuance  to  the  statute  of  6  Geo.y  4,  ch, 
16,  sec,  75,  oflering  to  surrender  his  lease,  upon  the  ground 
that  he  was  a  bankrupt.  The  question  was,  whether  the  plain- 
tiff was  estopped  by  the  act  of  having  given  up  his  lease  to  the 
lessors,  from  disputing  the  validity  of  the  commission  under 
which  the  defendants  acted,  they  not  being  parties  or  privies  to 
that  transaction  ?  The  point  was  decided  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  we  refer  to  the  opinion  of  Mr,  Justice  Bayley,  as  con- 
taining a  clear  enunciation  of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel,  as  ap- 
plicable to  the  case  before  us.     He  said: — 

'<  There  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  express  admissions  of  a  party 
to  the  suit,  or  admissions  implied  from  his  conduct,  are  evi- 
dence against  him;  but  we  think  that  he  is  at  liberty  to  prove 
that  such  admissions  were  mistaken,  or  were  untrue,  and  is  not 
estopped  or  concluded  by  them,  unless  another  person  has  been 
induced,  by  them,  to  alter  his  condition.    In  such  case,  a  party  is 
estopped  from  disputing  their  truth  with  respect  to  that  person  (and 
those  claiming  under  him,)  and  that  transaction;  but  as  to  third 
persons,  he  is  not  bound.     It  is  a  well  established  rule  of  law, 
that  estoppels  bind  parties  and  privies,  not  strangers.     The  offer 
of  surrender,  made  in  this  case,  was  to  a  stranger  to  this  suit; 
and  though  the  bankrupt  may  have  been  bound  by  his  repre- 
sentation that  he  was  a  bankrupt,  and  his  acting  as  such,  as 
between  him  and  that  stranger  to  whom  that  representation  was 
made, and  who  acted  upon  it, he  is  not  bound, as  between  him 
and  the  defendant,  who  did  not  act  on  the  faith  of  that  repre- 
sentation at  all.     The  bankrupt  would  probably  not  have  been 
permitted,  as  against  his  landlords,  whom  he  had  induced  to 
accept  the  lease  without  a  formal  surrender  in  writing,  and  to 
take  possession  upon  the  supposition  that  he  was  a  bankrupt, 
and  entitled,  under  6  Geo.^  4,  ch,  16,  sec,  76,  to  give  it  up — 
to  say,  afterwards,  that  he  was  not  a  bankrupt,  and  bring  an 
action  of  trover  for  the  lease,  or  an  ejectment  for  the  estate. 
To  that  extent  he  would  have  been  bound,  probably  no  fur- 
ther, and  certainly  not  as  to  any  other  persons  than  those  land- 
lords." 
We  have  quoted  largely  from  the  opinion  of  the  learned 
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judge  in  this  case^  as  beaiiDg  directly  upon  the  point  under  ex- 
amination, and  we  regard  it  as  a  conclusive  authority  against 
the  proposition  advanced  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellee.  If  a 
case  had  arisen  between  the  appellants  and  Smithy  in  which  it 
was  important  to  inquire^  whether  Smith  was  in  the  occupation 
of  the  demised  premises  at  the  time  the  declaration  in  the  eject- 
ment was  served  upon  him^  the  appellants  mighty  with  respect 
to  Smithy  in  such  contest,  be  precluded  from  disputing  the 
statements  in  the  affidavit.  For  Smith  was  a  party  to  the  suit 
in  which  the  affidavit  was  filed.  But  this  was  not  the  predica- 
ment of  Philip  Walter.  He  was  a  stranger  to  that  suit.  He 
did  not  act  upon  the  admissions  contained  in  the  affidavit,  and 
was  not  injured,  misled  or  deceived  by  them.  And  it  cannot 
be  said,  that  it  is  against  conscience  and  good  faith  to  allow  the 
appellants  to  abandon  the  line  of  defence  occupied  by  them 
at  the  former  trial,  when  they  relied  upon  the  judgment,  in 
Merryman^s  Lessee^  against  Smithy  as  based  upon  the  affidavit 
in  conformity  with  the  statute  of  4  Geo.,  2]  and  now  show, 
by  evidence,  as  against  these  parties,  that  they,  in  fact,  en- 
tered upon  the  demised  premises  as  far  back  as  18iM,  under 
their  common  law  right  of  re-entry  for  the  non-payment  of  rent; 
and  had  continued  in  the  uninterrupted  and  adverse  possession  of 
the  property  from  that  period  up  to  the  time  of  the  institution  of 
this  suit.  The  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  paisy  stands  upon  the 
broad  grounds  of  public  policy  and  good  faith;  it  is  interposed 
to  prevent  injustice,  and  to  guard  against  fraud,  by  denying  to 
a  party  the  right  to  repudiate  his  admissions,  when  those  ad- 
missions have  been  acted  upon  by  pei-sons  to  whom  they  were 
directed,  and  whose  conduct  they  were  intended  to  influence; 
but  it  has  no  application  to  a  case  like  the  one  now  under  our 
consideration.  We  think,  therefore^  that  the  court  below  erred 
in  granting  the  plaintiff's  prayer. 

We  proceed  to  examine  the  legal  propositions  raised  by  the 
prayers  offered,  at  the  trial  below,  by  the  counsel  for  the  ap- 
pellants. 

They  asked  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury:  Pirsl.  If  Ujc 
jury  shall  find  that  the  defendant,  Sarahy  entered  into  the  pos* 
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session  of  the  premises  described  in  the  lease  from  Daniel 
Bowley  to  Solomon  Biting ,  by  renting  them  out,  as  stated  in 
the  testimony,  and  that  (here  was,  under  the  lease  in  evidence, 
one  year's  rent  in  arrear  when  the  possession  was  so  taken,  and 
that  she  and  her  husband ,  AsfUon  Alexander j  have  so  hence- 
forth  kept  the  said  possession,  and  were,  and  had  been  so  in 
possession  for  more  than  twenty  years  before  the  bringing  of  this 
action;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  claim  title  under  the  lease  of 
Daniel  Bowley^  read  in  evidence,  that  the  defendant,  Sarahy 
became,  by  devise  from  John  Merryman^  the  owner  in  fee  of 
the  reversion  of  said  Daniel  Bowlei/ j  SiXising  on  said  lease,  and 
that  said  reversion  was  vested  in  her  at  the  time  of  her  taking 
possession  in  manner  aforesaid,  at  and  before  the  rent  aforesaid 
became  as  aforesaid  in  arrear,  then  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled 
to  recover.  And  secondly.  If  the  jury  shall  find  that  the  de- 
fendant, Sarahf  entered  into  the  possession  in  the  manner  as 
stated  in  aforegoing  prayer,  and  that  she  and  her  said  husband 
have  henceforth  continually  held  said  possession,  and  had  so 
held  it  for  more  than  fourteen  years,  when  this  suit  was  insti- 
tuted, and  if  they  shall  find  the  other  matters  set  forth  in  the 
above  prayer^  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  recover. 

By  the  terms  of  the  lease  from  Daniel  Bowley  to  Solomon 
EUingy  of  the  21st  of  December  1798,  under  which  the  ap- 
pellees claim  title  to  the  premises  in  controversy,  it  is  stipulated 
that  if  the  rent  therein  reserved,  shall  be  in  arrear  and  unpaid 
for  the  space  of  sixty  days  next  after  the  time  on  which  the 
same  is  to  be  paid^  the  same  being  first  lawfully  demanded,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Daniel  Bowley j  his  heirs  or  assigns, 
into  the  said  demised  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  the  name 
of  the  whole;  to  re-enter,  &c.  And  the  propositions  presented 
in  argument  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellants,  are:  First. 
That  assuming  that  the  facts  hypothetically  set  forth  in  the 
prayers  to  be  true,  that  the  jury  were  bound  to  presume,  from 
the  possession  of  twenty  years,  as  therein  stated,  that  the  defen- 
dants  had  made  a  regular  and  lawful  re-entry  at  common  law, 
on  the  demised  premises,  for  the  non-payment  of  rent,  accord- 
ing to  the  condition  of  the  lease.    And  secondly.  That  this 


256  CASKS  IN  THE  COURT  OF  APPEALS 

Alexander  V8,  Walter,  et  a/.,  Lessee. — 1849. 

presumption  was  to  be  deduced  as  a  legal  inference,  from  a 
possession  of  fourteen  years. 

U[X)n  these  points,  we  have  been  referred  to  several  cases 
decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  which  we  now 
propose  to  examine. 

The  case  of  Jackson  vs.  Demaresty  was  decided  in  1805,  2 
Caine^s  Rep.,  381,  and  it  was  there  held,  that  a  demand  and 
entry  at  common  law,  would  be  presumed  after  a  possession  of 
fourteen  years.     Mr.  Chief  Justice  Kent  said: — 

^'  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  and  bis  family  abandoned  the 
possession  in  1778.  In  1785,  the  landlord  had  a  right  to  re- 
enter for  non-payment  of  rent,  and  he  then  sold  the  land.  In 
1789;  Kason,  under  his  title  takes  possession.  Here,  then,  is 
certainly  a  fourteen  years'  possession,  and  after  that,  we  will 
presume  a  regular  re-entry  at  common  law.  Re-entry  is  a 
matter  in  pais,  and  not  of  record." 

In  1808,  the  case  of  Jackson  vs.  Walsh  was  decided,  3  John. 
Rep.y  226,  and  it  was  there  determined,  that  a  possession  of 
nine  years  did  not  afford  a  presumption  of  a  re-entry  for  non- 
payment of  rent. 

In  Jackson  vs.  Stewart,  6  John.  Rep.,  34,  a  regular  re-entry 
was  presumed  from  a  possession  of  twenty-two  years. 

lu  Jackson  vs.  Elsworth,  20  John.  Rep.,  180,  it  was  held, 
that  a  possession  of  ten  years  was  insufficient  to  warrant  the 
presumption  that  the  landlord  had  made  a  regular  re-entry  for 
the  non-payment  of  rent.     Woodworth,  J.,  said: — 

^'  It  is  well  settled,  that  the  right  of  the  tenant  can  only  be 
barred  by  ejectment  under  the  statute.  A  re-entry  at  common 
law  does  not  defeat  the  title  in  equity.  It  is,  however,  sufficient 
for  the  defendant,  if  a  re-entry  in  either  way  can  be  presumed, 
for  then  he  holds  the  possession  rightfully  against  the  plaintiff." 
After  stating  that,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  an  entry 
under  the  statute  could  not  be  presumed,  and  referring  to  the 
case  of  Jackson  vs.  Demarest,  2  Caine^s  Rep.,  382,  before  ad- 
verted to,  he  remarks:  ^<  In  that  case,  which  is  the  shortest  period 
that  has  been  deemed  sufficient,  the  court  do  not  rest  the  presump- 
tion on  a  re-entry  by  ejectment  under  tlie  statute,  but  at  com- 
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mon  law,  evidently  because  no  presumption  of  the  former  could 
be  indulged 7  so  long  as  the  record  of  recovery  was  not  produced^ 
or  some  cause  assigned  for  its  non-production.  Considering 
that  this  principle  operates  in  derogation  of  the  g'rant,  I  think 
our  courts  hav^e  been  sufficiently  liberal,  and  that  a  shorter  pe- 
riod, if  sanctioned,  would  frequently  be  productive  of  manifest 
injustice.  In  Jackson  vs.  Walsh,  nine  years  was  held  insuffi- 
cient. The  presumption  relied  on,  would  derive  but  little  sup- 
port from  an  additional  year.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  lapse 
of  time  is  not  sufficient  to  raise  a  presumption  of  re-entry  either 
at  common  law,  or  under  the  statute." 

It  appears,  therefore,  from  the  adjudged  cases  in  New  York, 
that  a  possession  of  fourteen  years  is  there  regarded  as  the  period 
from  which  a  regular  re-entry  at  common  law  will  be  presumed. 
But  the  rule  thus  established  by  the  courts  of  that  State  is  en- 
tirely arbitrary,  is, not  sustained  by  authority  or  analogy,  and 
one  to  which  we  cannot  assent.  We  think,  however,  in  analogy 
to  the  statute  of  limitations,  that  if  the  jury  had  found  that  the 
facts  assumed  in  the  first  of  the  defendants'  prayers  were  true, 
and  that  the  defendants  had  been,  for  twenty  years,  in  the  un- 
interrupted, exclusive,  notorious,  and  adversary  possession  of 
the  property  in  dispute,  they  would  have  been  bound  to  presume 
a  regular  re-entry  at  common  law  for  the  non-payment  of  rent, 
and  this  re-entry  being  presumed,  the  defendants  would,,  in 
legal  contemplation,  have  been  regarded  as  rightfully  holding 
the  possession  against  the  plaintiffs.  But  the  vice  of  the  prayer 
is,  that  the  question  of  adversary  possession  was  not  presented 
as  fact,  to  be  found  by  the  jury.  Matthews  vs.  WartVs  Lessee j 
10  Gm  ^  John.  J  458.  Jackson  vs.  Porter,  1  Paine  C.  C. 
Rep.)  466.     Angel  on  Ldm.,  413. 

Upon  this  ground,  the  court  were  right  in  rejecting  the  de- 
fendants' first  prayer. 

We  think,  for  the  reasons  already  expressed,  that  the  court 
were  correct  in  rejecting  the  defendants'  second  prayer.  Rea- 
soning analogically  from  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  the 
doctrines  of  presumption  as  applied  to  land,  a  possession  for  a 
less  period  than  twenty  yearS;  is  not,  in  our  opinion^  sufficient 
33        V.8 
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to  warrant  the  inference,  that  there  was  a  regular  re-entry  at 
common  law,  for  ihe  non-payment  of  the  rent  reserved  by  the 
lease. 

The  question  raised  by  the  defendants'  third  prayer,  relates 
to  the  validity  of  the  sale  made  by  Thomas  Rogers,  as  the 
collector  of  the  city  of  Baltimorey  on  the  8th  of  August,  1820, 
of  the  property  in  controversy,  to  Philip  Reigari,  in  pursuance 
of  the  act  of  Assembly  of  1816,  ch.  171,  and  conveyed  by 
Rogers  to  Reigarty  by  a  deed  bearing  date  the  16th  of  October, 
1820.  This  property  was  subsequently  conveyed  by  Philip 
Reigart  to  the  defendants,  on  the  1st  of  October,  1840. 

We  find  from  the  record,  that  on  the  2nd  of  November,  1820, 
an  action  of  ejectment  was  instituted  in  BaUimore  county  court, 
for  the  recovery  of  this  property,  by  Philip  Reigari^  against 
Philip  Walter,  and  that  on  the  lOih  of  June,  1824,  this  suit 
was  entered  upon  the  docket,  << agreed."  This  evidence  was 
offered  at  the  trial  below,  subject  to  exceptions,  and  it  is  now 
contended,  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellees,  that  the  effect  of 
this  entry  upon  the  docket,  was  to  extinguish  the  legal  title  of 
Reigart  in  the  lot  for  which  the  ejectment  was  brought,  and 
operates  as  a  conclusive  bar  against  the  defendants  who  claim 
under  him. 

This  proposition  cannot  be  maintained.  There  appears  to 
have  been  no  judgment  rendered  by  the  court,  dismissing  the 
suit,  upon  the  foundation  of  the  agreement,  as  in  the  case  of 
The  Bank  of  the  Commonwealth ,  vs.  Hopkins,  2  Dana,  395; 
we  have  no  information  with  regard  to  the  character  or  terms  of 
this  indefinite  agreement,  and  the  only  deduction  to  be  drawn 
from  it,  is,  that  each  party  retired  from  the  litigation  in  which 
they  were  involved,  leaving  their  rights  precisely  as  they  stood 
prior  to  the  institution  of  the  suit.  In  the  case  reported  in  2 
Dana,  the  mere  agreement  was  not  regarded  by  the  court  as 
interposing  a  bar  between  the  parties,  but  the  bar  was  created 
hy  ihe  Judgment  J  diaxnimng  the  suit  at  the  instance  of  the 
parties,  and  in  consequence  of  their  agreement.  In  the  case 
before  us,  there  was  no  such  judicial  action. 

Having  disposed  of  this  preliminary  objection,  we  proceed  to 
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coDsider  the  exceptions  taken  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellees, 
to  the  validity  of  this  sale.  The  first  point  made  in  the  ai^gu- 
ment  was,  that  the  deed  from  Rogers  to  Reigart,  of  the  16th 
of  October,  1820,  was  not  evidence  of  ihe  factum  of  the  sale. 
This  point  is  not  tenable. 

The  3id  section  of  the  act  of  Assembly  of  1816,  ch.  171, 
imposes  upon  the  collector  the  duty  of  collecting  the  damages 
apportioned,  as  required  by  the  preceding  sections,  by  a  sale  of 
the  property  on  which  the  damages  are  assessed,  if  the  owner 
shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  discharge  the  same,  but  is  silent  as  to 
the  power  to  convey,  by  deed,  the  property  thus  authorised  to 
be  sold.  But  the  right  to  convey,  is,  we  think,  to  be  implied 
from  the  power  to  sell.  This  principle  is  clearly  established  by 
the  reasoning  of  the  court,  and  authorities  cited,  in  the  anala- 
gous  case  of  Magruder  against  Peter ^  11  QUI  8f  John.^  217, 
If  the  power  to  convey  is  assumed,  it  is  very  certain  that  the 
deed  must  be  regarded  as  evidence  of  the  sale;  for  it  is  made 
in  pursuance  of  the  sale,  and  stands  upon  it.  In  the  case  of 
a  sheriff's  sale,  the  title  passes  by  the  sale,  and  not  by  the  con- 
veyance, and  yet  the  deed  of  the  sheriff  has  always  been  con- 
sidered as  evidence  of  the  factum  of  the  sale.  In  Estep  and 
HaWs  Lessee y  vs.  Weems,  6  QUI  ^  John.y  306,  the  Court  of 
Appeals  said:  '^That  it  has  been  more  than  once  solemnly  de- 
cided by  this  court,  that  it  is  the  sale  of  the  sheriff,  which  vests 
the  title  in  the  purchaser,  which  sale  must  be  proved  either  by 
a  deed,  the  sheriff's  return,  or  by  some  note  or  memorandum 
in  writing,  in  order  to  comply  with  the  requisitions  of  the  statute 
of  frauds  and  perjuries." 

And  in  Jackson  vs,  Roberts^  ExccuiorSy  11  Wend,^  426, 
the  chancellor  said : — 

^'A  sale  under  an  execution  is  essential  to  the  transfer  of  the 
property,  and  after  the  execution  is  proved  to  have  been  in  the 
hands  of  the  sheriff,  so  as  to  authorise  the  giving  of  the  deed, 
his  conveyance  is  the  legal  evidence,  under  the  statute  of  frauds, 
of  a  sale  under  that  execution." 

It  is,  therefore,  very  clear,  upon  the  authorities  to  which  we 
have  referred,  that  the  deed  is  to  be  received  as  evidence  of  the 
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sale,  but  it  is  not  evidence  of  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings 
preceding  the  sale,  and  out  of  i^hich  the  power  to  sell  arose. 
The  power  vested  in  the  collector  to  sell,  in  this  ease,  is  a  naked 
power,  specially  conferred  by  statute,  under  a  proceeding  ex- 
parie  in  its  character,  and  used  for  the  purpose  of  divesting  a 
citizen  of  his  property  without  his  consent;  and  no  legal  pro- 
position is  more  firnrf^  established,  than  that  the  purchaser  who 
claims  under  a  power  of  this  character,  must  show  affirmatively 
and  positively  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  out  of  which  it 
grew,  and  the  elcistence  of  all  the  prerequisites  upon  which  its 
lawful  exercise  depended.  Williams  vs.  Peyton^s  Lessee^  4 
Wheat.,  77.     Rtmkendorff  vs.  Taylor ,  4  Pet.y  349. 

One  of  the  acts  in  pais  to  be  proved  in  this  case,  by  the  de- 
fendants^ as  a  prerequisite  upon  which  the  power  to  sell  de- 
pended, was,  that  the  collector  had  ^iven  notice  of  the  sale  as 
prescribed  by  the  3rd  section  of  the  act  of  1816^  ch.  171;  and 
a  fatal  objection  to  the  validity  of  this  sale  is,  that  the  advertise- 
ment relied  upon  as  a  matter  of  sale,  in  conformity  with  the 
requirements  of  the  statute,  does  not  describe,  with  sufficient 
certainty,  the  lot  in  controversy  as  a  part  of  the  property  in- 
tended to  be  sold. 

The  act  of  Assembly^  in  requiring  thirty  days'  notice  to  be 
given,  in  the  newspapers  of  the  city  of  Baltim&re,  of  the  time 
and  place  of  sale,  intended  not  only  to  apprize  the  owner  of  the 
predicament  of  his  property,  that  he  might  rescue  it  from  the 
hammer  of  the  auctioneer,  by  paying  the  damages  charged 
upon  it^  but  also  that  the  lot  should  be  so  definitely  and  pre- 
cisely described,  that  purchasers  might,  without  did)culty,  esti- 
mate its  value/  and  the  property  in  this  way  placed  in  a  condi- 
tion to  produce  an  adequate  price. 

In  this  notice  of  sale,  the  property  in  dispute  was  described 
as  a  lot  belonging  to  Philip  Walter ,  and  assessed  with  damages 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  $672,  situated  on  the  east  side  of 
Soitth  street,  but  without  designating,  by  reference  to  the  plot, 
or  otherwise,  the  dimensions  of  the  lot,  or  the  particular  part  of 
the  street  on  which  it  was  located.  An  advertisement  so  vague 
and  uncertain  in  its  terras,  conveys  to  the  public  no  reliable  in- 
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formation  with  respect  to  the  value  of  the  property,  and  has  al- 
ways been  regarded  as  defective. 

In  the  case  of  Ronkendorff  vs.  Taylor y  4  Pc/.,  362,  the 
Supreme  Court,  when  considering  what  was  to  be  regarded  as 
a  sufficient  description  of  property  advertised  for  sale  by  a  col- 
lector of  taxes,  said: — 

"That  the  properly  should  be  so  definitely  described,  that  no 
purchaser  could  be  at  a  loss  to  estimate  its  value.  It  is  not  suf- 
ficient that  such  a  description  should  be  given  in  the  advertise- 
w  would  enable  the  person  desirous  of  purchasing,  to 
ition  of  the  property  by  inquiry.  Nor,  if  the 
fQeiO^BaSuL JL::jL:^i::jB9Bai:^le  had  been  informed  of  every  fact  necessary 
^y        yj/  tix  a  value  upon  the  property,  yet  the  sale 

.la    ^ *^css  the  same  information  had  been  commu- 

I'j  lie  in  the  notice." 

:3  '  sale  as  inoperative  upon  this  ground,  irre- 

CJ  ^^  er  objections  which  have  been  urged  against 

vs^     ^^  ^        -ry  /         cd  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellees,  that  the 

UQ  x>rs,  acting  under  the  2nd  section  of  the  act 


^ 


£.:<  /as  to  be  treated  as  informal  and  defective. 

T^  not  designated,  with  sufficient  certainty,  as 

ta  /7^/>    /^                            "P^**  which  the  damages  were  laid.    This 

wu  ^  i  f7Tff^'   "ifrz-f  rr^^^Xi^  in  the  present  mutilated  condition  of 

^^  lot  annexed  to  the  return,  is  to  be  consi- 

ea     ^^— •  ^°J  w®  think,  that  if  this  lot  had  been 

^Vj  xi^                                        \  upon  that  plot  as  the  other  lots  are  desig- 


(^- 


Zlhe  assessors  would  not  have  been  obnox- 
E-jtuEUBattQLijtuSBuaLaiiiiLiji. 

^ ._,  ......  v^e  views  thus  expressed,  that  we  think  the 

court  below  erred  in  granting  the  plaintiff's  prayer,  and  were 
correct  in  rejecting  the  pmyers  of  defendants. 

JUDGMENT  REVERSED,  AND 

PROCEDENDO  AWARDED. 
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sale,  but  it  is  not  evidence  of  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings 
preceding  the  sale,  and  out  of  which  the  power  to  sell  arose. 
The  power  vested  in  the  collector  to  sell,  in  this  case,  is  a  naked 
power,  specially  conferred  by  statute,  under  a  proceeding  ex- 
pctrie  in  its  character,  and  used  for  the  purpose  of  divesting  a 
citizen  of  his  property  without  his  consent;  and  no  legal  pro- 
position is  more  firnrf^  established,  than  that  the  purchaser  who 
claims  under  a  power  of  this  character,  must  show  affirmatively 
and  positively  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  out  of  which  it 
grew,  and  the  existence  of  all  the  prerequisites  upon  which  its 
lawful  exercise  depended.  Williams  vs.  Peyton^ s  Lessee^  4 
Wheat. y  77.    Ronkendorf  vs.  Taylor y  4  Pet.,  349. 

One  of  the  acts  in  pais  to  be  proved  in  this  case,  by  the  de- 
fendants, as  a  prerequisite  upon  whiqh  the  power  to  sell  de- 
pended, was,  that  the  collector  had  ^'ven  notice  of  the  sale  as 
prescribed  by  the  3rd  section  of  the  act  of  1816^  ch.  171;  and 
a  fatal  objection  to  the  validity  of  this  sale  is,  that  the  advertise- 
ment relied  upon  as  a  matter  of  sale,  in  conformity  with  the 
requirements  of  the  statute,  does  not  describe,  with  sufficient 
certainty,  the  lot  in  controversy  as  a  part  of  the  property  in- 
tended to  be  sold. 

The  act  of  Assembly,  in  requiring  thirty  days'  notice  to  be 
given,  in  the  newspapers  of  the  city  of  Baltimore,  of  the  time 
and  place  of  sale,  intended  not  only  to  apprize  the  owner  of  the 
predicament  of  his  property,  that  he  might  rescue  it  from  the 
hammer  of  the  auctioneer,  by  paying  the  damages  charged 
upon  it,  but  also  that  the  lot  should  be  so  definitely  and  pre- 
cisely described,  that  purchasers  might,  without  difficulty,  esti- 
mate its  value,  and  the  property  in  this  way  placed  in  a  condi- 
tion to  produce  an  adequate  price. 

In  this  notice  of  sale,  the  property  in  dispute  was  described 
as  a  lot  belonging  to  Philip  Walter,  and  assessed  with  damages 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  $672,  situated  on  the  east  side  of 
Soitth  street,  but  without  designating,  by  reference  to  the  plot, 
or  otherwise,  the  dimensions  of  the  lot,  or  the  particular  part  of 
the  street  on  which  it  was  located.  An  advertisement  so  vague 
and  uncertain  in  its  terms,  conveys  to  the  public  no  reliable  in- 
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formation  with  respect  to  the  value  of  the  property,  and  has  al- 
ways been  regarded  as  defective. 

In  the  case  of  Ronkendorff  vs.  Tayhr^  4  Pc/.,  362,  the 
Supreme  Court,  when  considering  what  was  to  be  regarded  as 
a  sufficient  description  of  property  advertised  for  sale  by  a  col- 
lector of  taxes,  said: — 

"That  the  property  should  be  so  definitely  described,  that  no 
purchaser  could  be  at  a  loss  to  estimate  its  value.  It  is  not  suf- 
ficient that  such  a  description  should  be  given  in  the  advertise- 
ment, as  would  enable  the  person  desirous  of  purchasing,  to 
ascertain  the  situation  of  the  property  by  inquiry.  Nor,  if  the 
purchaser  at  the  sale  had  been  informed  of  every  fact  necessary 
to  enable  him  to  fix  a  value  upon  the  property,  yet  the  sale 
would  be  void,  unless  the  same  information  had  been  commu- 
nicated to  the  public  in  the  notice." 

We  consider  the  sale  as  inoperative  upon  this  ground,  irre- 
spective of  the  other  objections  which  have  been  urged  against 
it. 

It  was  also  insisted  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellees,  that  the 
return  of  the  assessors,  acting  under  the  2nd  section  of  the  act 
of  1816,  ch.  171,  was  to  be  treated  as  informal  and  defective, 
because  this  lot  was  not  designated,  with  sufficient  certainty,  as 
a  part  of  the  corpus  upon  which  the  damages  were  laid.  This 
objection  is  insuperable  in  the  present  mutilated  condition  of 
the  plot.  But  the  plot  annexed  to  the  return,  is  to  be  consi- 
dered as  a  part  of  it,  and  we  think,  that  if  this  lot  had  been 
located  and  described  upon  that  plot  as  the  other  lots  are  desig- 
nated, the  return  of  the  assessors  would  not  have  been  obnox- 
ious to  this  objection. 

It  follows,  from  the  views  thus  expressed,  that  we  think  the 
court  below  erred  in  granting  the  plaintiff's  prayer,  and  were 
correct  in  rejecting  the  prayers  of  defendants. 

JUDGMENT  REVERSED,  AND 

PROCEDENDO  AWARDED. 
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Charles  A.  Waters  vs.  Charles  R.  Howard  and  wife, 

AND  OTHERS. — December j  1849. 

« 

A  grandfalher,  in  view  of  the  marriage  of  his  grandson,  promised  and  agreed 
with  the  parties,  and  the  mother  and  friends  of  the  lady,  to  buy  a  farm, 
stock  and  furnish  it,  and  place  his  grandson  upon  it,  pay  his  debts,  and 
give  him  a  start  in  the  world.  The  marriage  was  celebrated,  and  shortly 
thereafter,  the  grandfather  purchased  a  farm  for  about  $9,000,  and  put  his 
grandson  and  wife  in  possession  thereof,  in  part  stocked  it,  and  soon 
after  died,  leaving  a  will,  by  which  he  devised  one-third  of  the  residue 
of  his  estate,  amounting  to  over  $150,000,  to  his  grandson,  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  children,  in  fee,  if  any  living  at  his  death,  and  if  none, 
then  to  his  two  granddaughters,  to  whom  the  remaining  two-thirds  were 
devised,  with  similar  limitations.  The  grandson  and  wife  then  filed  a  bill 
against  the  other  devisees  and  executor  of  the  grandfather,  alleging  that 
the  latter  agreed  to  purchase  and  stock  a  i^xm  jor  complainants ^  if  the  pro- 
posed marriage  between  them  should  be  consummated,  and  to  pay  all  the 
debts  of  his  grandson,  and  furnish  adequate  means  for  the  support  of  him 
and  his  wife,  for  the  first  year  after  their  marriage;  that  after  their  mar- 
riage, the  grandfather,  in  pari  execution  of  this  agreement,  purchased  the 
farm  above  mentioned,  &c.,  but  died  without  executing  a  deed  to  com- 
plainants, for  the  land,  or  performing  the  other  parts  of  this  agreement, 
which  the  bill  prays  may  be  specifically  executed.  Pending  this  suit,  the 
wife  died  without  issue,  and  it  appearing,  from  the  proof,  that  the  grand- 
father had  the  title  to  the  farm  conveyed  to  himself,  after  the  marriage, 
and  while  the  grandson  and  his  wife  were  in  the  possession  of  it,  and  that 
it  was  his  intention  to  give  the  possession,  only,  of  the  farm,  and  not  the 
title,  to  the  grandson,  whom  he  wished  to  reclaim  from  dissipated  and 
extravagant  habits,  the  chancellor  dismissed  the  bill,  and  this  decree  was 
on  appeal  affirmed. 

The  circumstances  of  this  case  are  clearly  distinguishable  from  those  of 
Dugan,  tt  al.,  vs.  GUtings,  etal.,3  GUI,  138. 

Marriage  is  a  good  and  valuable  consideration  to  sustain  a  contract.  But 
the  contract  must  be  certain  in  all  its  particulars;  so  clear  and  definite, 
and  so  far  satisfactorily  proved,  as  to  be  capable  of  specific  execution. 

If  it  be  a  parol  contract,  to  take  it  out  of  the  statute  for  part  performance, 
the  terms  must  be  definite  and  unequivocal.  If  uncertain  or  ambiguous, 
a  specific  performance  will  not  be  decreed,  for  the  court  may  enforce  what 
the  parties  never  intended,  or  contemplated. 

If  a  contract  is  sufficiently  established  or  admitted,  it  still  remains  with  a 
court  of  equity,  as  a  matter  of  sound  discretion,  whether,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, they  will  decree  specific  performance. 

In  cases  of  specific  performance,  courts  of  equity  may  exercise  a  sound, 
reasonable  discretion,  governed  by  rules  and  principles  as  far  as  may  be, 
yet  granting  or  withholding  relief  when  those  rules  and  principles  will 
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not  furnish  any  exact  measure  of  justice,  according  to  the  circumstances 
of  each  case,  or  where  the  decree,  under  the  circumstances,  would  be  in- 
equitable. 

If  a  marriage  contract,  containing  provisions  for  children,  has  been  estab- 
lished, and  in  part  executed,  and  the  wife  dies  without  issue,  and,  by  such 
death,  the  surviving  husband  has  suffered  no  injury  or  prejudice  by  what 
has  been  done  towards  the  promised  provision  for  his  wife,  equity  will 
not  interfere  to  decree  specific  execution  in  his  favor. 

Where  a  grandfather  made  provision  for  the  marriage  of  his  grandson,  which 
he  did  not  fulfil  to  the  letter,  but,  by  hia  will,  made  a  larger  and  much 
more  beneficial  one,  this  latter  provision  is  a  substitute  for  the  former, 
and  excludes  the  idea  of  a  double  portion  to  the  g^randson. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Chancery. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  originally  filed  on  the  2nd  of  No- 
vember^ 1846,  in  Baltimore  county  court,  as  a  court  of  equity, 
by  Charles  A,  Waters^  the  appellant,  and  his  then  wife,  Ann 
Rebecca  Waters.  Pending  the  suit,  she  died  without  issue, 
and  the  cause  was  removed  to  (he  court  of  chancery.  Charles 
A.  Waters  was,  therefore,  the  only  complainant  at  the  time  of 
hearing,  and  is  the  only  party  appealing  from  the  decree. 

The  allegations  of  the  bill  and  answers,  and  all  the  facts  and 
proofs  in  the  case,  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinions  of  the  chan- 
cellor, and  of  this  court. 

On  the  28th  of  January,  1848,  the  chancellor  (Johnson,) 
passed  a  decree  dismissing  (he  bill,  with  costs.  Accompanying 
this  decree,  he  delivered  the  following  opinion ,  a  report  of  which 
will  be  also  found  in  1^/  Md.  Ch.  Decisions,  112. 

''This  case,  which  originated  upon  a  bill  filed  on  the  2nd 
of  November,  1846,  on  the  equity  side  of  Baltimore  county 
court,  and  was  afterwards  (ransferred  to  this  court,  has  been 
fully  aigued  by  the  solicitors  of  (he  parties,  and  is  now  sub- 
mitted for  decision. 

''  It  was  filed  by  the  present  complainant  and  his  now  deceasd 
wife,  Ann  Rebecca  Waters^  formerly -4 n»  Rebecca  Somerville, 
who  died  on  the  29ih  of  January,  1847,  without  issue,  and 
seeks  to  enforce  the  specific  performance  of  what  is  alleged  to 
have  been  a  contract  made  with  the  complainants,  prior  to  their 
marriage,  by  Charles  Waters^  the  grandfather  of  Charles  As 
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Waters,  by  which  it  is  charged,  ihal  he,  the  grandfather,  agreed 
that  if  the  then  intended  marriage  should  be  consummated,  he 
would  purchase  and  fully  stock  a  farm  for  the  complainants, 
would  pay  all  the  debts  of  the  said  Charles,  one  of  the  com- 
plainants, existing  at  the  time  of  his  marriage,  and  would  fur- 
nish adequate  means  for  their  support  for  the  first  year  there- 
after; and  that  in  consequence  of  these  promises  and  engage- 
ments, the  marriage  was  solemnised  on  the  4th  of  February, 
1846. 

^'It  is  charged,  that  shortly  after  the  marriage,  the  grand- 
father, in  part  execution  of  his  said  contract,  purchased  of 
Bevjamiii  Moare,  a  farm  in  Baltimore  county,  of  about  one 
hundred  and  eighty-nine  acres  of  land,  and  put  complainants 
in  possession  thereof,  and  in  part  stocked  the  same,  and  was 
about  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  complainant,  Charles  A,,  when 
he,  the  grandfather,  sickened  and  died,  without  executing  to 
the  complainants,  or  either  of  them,  a  deed  for  the  land,  or 
paying  the  debts,  amounting  to  about  $2,000,  and  without  fully 
supplying  the  complainants  for  one  year  after  their  marriage. 

''  That  the  grandfather,  by  his  will,  which  the  bill  exhibits, 
devised  all  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  one  Freeborn  G.  Waters^ 
and  his  heirs,  in  trust,  as  to  one-third  of  the  income  for  the 
complainant,  Charles  A,,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  chil« 
dren,  in  fee,  if  there  should  be  any  living  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  and  if  none  such,  then  the  whole  to  go  over  to  the  tes- 
tator's granddaughters,  Elizabeth  A.  Hotcard^  and  Rebecca  A. 
TfAtVe,  and  their  children.  And  the  other  two-thirds  of  the 
income  for  the  use  of  the  said  Elizabeth  A,  Howard  and 
Rebecca  A.  White,  respectively,  for  the  life  of  each  of  them, 
with  like  limitations  and  restrictions  as  are  contained  in  the 
devise,  for  the  use  of  the  said  Charles  il.,  the  grandson.  That 
the  testator's  granddaughters  have  each  one  child. 

'<  The  bill  makes  the  granddaughters,  and  their  husbands, 
and  infant  children  parties,  and  Freeborn  G.  Waters  the  trus- 
tee, and  prays  that  they  may  be  compelled  to  convey  the  said 
farm  so  purchased  of  Moore.  That  F.  G.  Waters,  who  is 
also  executor  of  the  will,  be  compelled  to  pay  the  debts  due  by 
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the  complainant,  Charles  J.,  at  the  period  of  his  roarriage,  and 
to  perform  the  other  stipulations  alleged  to  have  been  made  by 
the  testator,  and  for  general  relief. 

^'  It  appears,  by  the  answers  of  the  defendants,  and  otherwise, 
that  Charles  A,  Waters^  the  complainant,  and  Elizabeth  A. 
Howard  and  Rebecca  A.  White ^  two  of  the  defendants,  were 
brother  and  sisters,  being  the  children  of  the  late  Dr.  Horatio 
Waters,  and  the  grandchildren  of  the  testator.  And  by  their 
answers  they  insist,  that  though  the  farm  in  question  was  pur- 
chased and  stocked,  and  the  complainants,  soon  after  their  mar- 
riage, put  in  possession  of  it,  yet  it  was  merely  intended  to  give 
them  the  usufruct,  and  not  the  power  of  disposing  of  the  pro- 
perty. The  habits  of  the  complainant,  Charles,  being  expen- 
sive and  extravagant,  and  known  to  be  such  by  his  said  grand- 
father, who  did  not  intend  to  give  his  said  grandson  more  of 
his  estate  than  he  designed  for  his  said  sisters.  That  he  never 
intended  to  give  the  complainants  anything  beyond  the  use  of 
the  farm  and  personal  property,  or  to  pay  his  grandson's  debts, 
except  upon  the  condition  that  his  habits  were  reformed,  a  con- 
dition which  has  not  been  complied  with. 

^<  That  to  have  transferred  to  the  complainants  a  title  which 
would  have  enabled  them,  or  either  of  them,  to  part  with  the 
property,  would  have  defeated  the  object  of  the  grandfather, 
which  was  to  furnish  a  provision  for  the  grandson  and  his  wife, 
for  its  use. 

' '  That  the  wife  of  the  surviving  complainant  died  on  or  about 
the  29th  of  January,  1847,  without  issue,  and  upon  that  event, 
the  right  to  require  a  conveyance  of  the  property,  if  such  right 
ever  existed,  (which  is  denied,)  was  determined. 

'^  That  if  any  such  promise  or  agreement  was  made,  as  is  set 
up  in  the  bill,  the  provision  in  the  will  of  the  grandfather,  for 
the  grandson,  his  wife,  if  she  should  survive  him,  and  bis 
children,  must  be  taken  as  a  full  satisfaction;  the  property  so 
given  by  the  will,  being  of  greater  value  than  that  which  is 
claimed  under  the  agreement. 

^^  7^hat  the  property  so  claimed  was  regarded  by  the  testator 
as  forming  a  part  of  his  estate  at  the  time  he  made  his  will,  and 
34        v.S 
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ivas  disposed  of  by  that  instrument^  constituting  a  portion  of 
that  of  which  the  use  is  devised  to  the  grandson  and  his  two 
sisters;  and  that  the  complainant  must  elect  whether  he  will 
hold  under  the  agreement,  if  any  such  was  made,  or  under  ihe 
will;  and  that  having  already  accepted  the  provision  made  for 
him  by  the  will,  he  cannot  claim  under  the  agreement.  The 
statute  of  frauds  is  also  pleaded  in  one  or  more  of  the  answere, 
in  bar  of  the  relief  prayed. 

'*  The  will  of  Charles  Waters,  the  grandfather,  executed  on 
the  2nd  of  April,  1846,  and  proved  on  the  14lh  of  May  fol- 
lowing, after  some  other  devises  and  bequests,  contains  the  fol- 
lowing clause:  '  I  do  hereby  give  and  bequeath  to  my  friend 
and  relative,  Freeborn  G.  Waters y  his  heirs,  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators, all  (he  residue  of  my  estate,  of  every  kind  and 
description,  real,  personal  and  mixed,  to  be  held  by  him,  his 
heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  upon  certain  trusts.' 

^^  These  trusts  are,  in  the  first  place,  to  pay  certain  sums  to 
the  testator's  wife  and  son,  during  their  lives;  and  then  Mn  trust 
as  to  all  the  residue  of  his  estate,  real,  personal  and  mixed,  that 
the  said  trustee  should  hold  the  income,  interest,  rents  and 
profits  of  one-third  part  of  the  said  residue,  for  the  use  of  his 
grandson,  Charles  Waters,  during  his  life,  the  same  to  be  paid 
to  him  as  they  accrue,  and  after  the  death  of  his  grandson,  if 
he  should  leave  a  child  or  children,  or  descendant  or  descen- 
dants of  a  child  or  children  living  at  the  time  of  his  death,  then 
to  hold  the  said  one-third  part  for  the  use  of  such  child  or  chil- 
dren, or  descendants,  their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators, 
forever,  as  tenants  in  common;  and  if  the  said  grandson  should 
die  without  issue^  living  at  the  time  of  his  death^  then  to  hold 
the  one-half  of  said  third  part,  and  the  income,  &c.,  thereof, 
for  the  use  of  the  testator's  granddaughter,  Elizabeth  A,  How- 
ardy  and  her  children,  and  their  heirs, &c.,  subject  to  the  same 
limitations^  &c.,  as  the  one-third  part  of  his  estate  afterwards 
devised  to  her  use;  and  the  other  half  of  the  said  one-third  is 
given,  in  the  same  way,  to  Rebecca  A.  White,  the  testator's 
other  granddaughter.  One  other  one-third  of  the  income  of 
his  estate  to  be  held  by  the  trustee  for  the  use  of  the  said  Eliza- 
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beth  A.  Howard,  as  her  separate  estate^  during  her  life;  and 
after  her  death,  if  she  leave  a  child  or  children,  or  descendants 
of  such,  living  at  the  time  of  her  death,  (hen  to  hold  the  same 
for  the  use  of  such  child,  i5vC.,  (heir  heirs,  &c.,  as  tenants  in 
common.  But  if  the  said  granddaughter  should  die  without 
issue,  living  at  her  death,  then  the  third  so  devised  for  her  use, 
should  be  divided  between  the  grandson  and  the  other  grand- 
daughter, in  the  same  manner,  and  subject  to  like  Iimi(ations 
as  were  expressed  wi(h  regard  to  the  third  of  which  the  income 
was  devised  to  the  grandson.  And  similar  provisions  were,  in 
all  respects,  made  with  regard  to  the  one-third  of  which  the  use 
was  devised  to  Rebecca  A,  White,  the  other  granddaughter.' 

^'  It  appeared,  by  an  agreement  signed  by  the  counsel,  that  the 
land  mentioned  in  the  bill,  as  having  been  purchased  by  the 
testator  from  Benjamin  Moore,  was  conveyed  by  him  to  the 
testator,  on  the  17th  of  February,  1846,  and  that  it  contained 
the  quantity  of  one  hundred  and  eighty-five  acres,  one  lood, 
and  ten  perches.  It  also  appeared,  by  a  statement  admitted  in 
evidence,  that  the  entire  value  of  the  estate  of  the  testator,  in- 
cluding the  property  claimed  by  the  complainants  in  this  case, 
was  nearly  $150,000,  and  that  this  last  mentioned  property  is 
valued  at  $9,000. 

'*  A  commission  issued,  under  which  a  number  of  letters, 
written  by  the  testator,  were  returned,  and  the  depositions  of 
several  witnesses  taken ;  but  it  would  be  an  unnecessary  con- 
sumption of  time,  to  enter  into  a  minute  examination  of  the 
proof,  it  being  deemed  sufficient,  in  expressing  the  views  of  the 
court  upon  the  propositions  discussed  by  the  counsel,  to  state 
the  impression  which  the  evidence  has  made  upon  my  mind. 

'*The  bill,  it  will  be  seen,  puts  the  title  of  the  complainants 
to  a  decree,  upon  the  ground  that  the  testator  agreed,  that  if 
they,  the  complainants,  would  intermarry  with  each  other,  he 
would  purchase  and  fully  stock  a  farm  for  them,  as  their  pro- 
perty, and  perform  the  other  stipulations  alleged  to  have  been 
entered  into  on  his  part;  and  that  in  consequence  of  these  pro- 
mises and  engagements,  the  marriage  did  take  place,  and  as 
the  consideration  of  marriage  is  a  valuable  consideration,  in 
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contemplation  of  law^  the  coraplainants  claim  to  be  purchasers 
for  value. 

"  These  pretensions,  on  the  part  of  the  complainants,  are 
denied  by  (he  answers,  which  insist  that  no  such  contract  or 
promise  was  made  by  the  testator,  who  designed  to  give  the  use, 
merely,  of  the  property,  and  not  to  piss  the  title,  and  that  such 
is  the  fair  inference  to  be  put  upon  his  various  acts  and  decla- 
rations, oral  and  written. 

'^The  first  question,  therefore,  is:  have  the  plaintiffs  suc- 
ceeded in  proving  such  an  agreement  as,  upon  the  principles 
which  govern  this  court  in  enforcing  the  specific  execution  of 
contracts,  will  entitle  them  to  its  interposition  in  this  form,  con- 
sidering, for  the  present,  that  the  agreement  itself  is,  in  all  its 
parts,  of  that  description  which  the  court  will ,  when  fully  proved , 
direct  to  be  performed  ? 

"This  question  can,  of  course,  only  be  determined  by  a 
careful  examination  of  the  evidence,  and  after  having  read  it 
with  much  attention,  I  find  it,  to  say  the  least,  very  question- 
able whether  the  elder  Mr.  Waters  did  mean  to  pass  to  the 
complainants,  or  to  the  surviving  complainant,  in  any  event, 
such  a  title  to  the  property  in  controversy,  as  is  sought  to  be  en- 
forced by  this  bill.  Looking  to  the  whole  evidence,  written 
and  oral,  I  am  strongly  inclined  to  the  opinion,  that  the  ground 
taken  by  the  defence  is  the  true  one,  and  that  the  purchase  of 
this  farm,  and  the  placing  the  grandson  upon  it,  was  intended 
for  the  double  purpose  of  giving  him  the  means  of  earning  a 
present  support,  and  as  an  experiment  by  which  the  grand- 
father hoped  to  wean  him  from  his  extravagant  habits.  Any 
other  supposition  would  subject  the  grandfather  to  the  imputa- 
tion of  having  practised  upon  his  grandson  and  his  wife  the 
gfrossest  imposition. 

'^  If,  as  the  complainants  say,  they  were  induced  to  marry 
upon  the  faith  of  the  engagement  of  old  Mr.  Waters,  fully  dis- 
closed to  give  them  the  title  to  this  farm,  and  to  perform  the 
other  stipulations  set  up  in  the  bill,  and  he,  immediately  after 
the  marriage,  took  the  title  to  himself,  he  was  guilty  of  a  degree 
of  cruelty  and  deception  towards  them,  wholly  inconsistent  with 


OF  MARYLAND.  269 


Waters  r#,  Howard,  et  al, — 1849. 


that  affection  and  regard  for  their  welfare  which  appears  upon 
the  face  of  all  his  letters,  and  by  the  whole  evidence.  The 
marriage  took  place  on  the  4th  of  February,  1846,  and  the 
deed  from  Moore  to  the  elder  Mr,  WaterSy  was  executed  on 
the  17th  of  the  same  month  and  year.  Now,  can  it  readily  be 
believed,  thai  this  old  gentleman  would  have  entrapped  these 
young  people  into  getting  married,  by  an  agreement  to  make 
them  the  owners  of  this  property,  and  then,  in  thirteen  days 
from  that  time,  shamefully  violate  his  engagement  by  taking 
and  keeping  the  title  to  himself?  Such  a  supposition  is  irre- 
concilable with  the  nature  of  his  feelings  and  relations  towards 
them,  and^  to  be  credited,  must  be  strongly  supported  by  evi- 
dence. 

<^  Much  stress  has  been  laid,  by  tlie  complainant's  counsel, 
upon  the  case  of  Dugan,  et  al.,  vs.  Gil  tings,  et  aL,  decided 
by  the  Court  of  Appeals,  at  December  term,  1S45.  That  case 
decides,  what  is  believed  to  have  been  well  settled  before,  that 
marringe  is  a  valuable  consideration,  and  that  a  promise  made 
in  consideration  of  marriage,  cannot  be  revoked  at  the  will  of 
the  party  who  made  it.  But  the  evidence  in  that  case,  as  it 
appears  to  me,  of  the  promise,  was  of  a  far  more  conclusive 
character  than  in  this.  Indeed,  in  that  case,  there  could  be  no 
doubt,  looking  to  the  declarations  and  acts  of  Mr.  Dvgan,  both 
before  and  subsequent  to  the  marriage,  that  the  property  in 
question  belonged  to  his  daughter,  Mrs,  Smith ,  and  her  chil- 
dren; and  there  was  not  a  single  act  or  declaration  of  his,  in- 
consistent with  that  view  of  the  case.  In  this  case,  as  I  have 
already  observed ,  there  is  much  evidence  leading  to  the  different 
conclusions  and  various  considerations  of  prudence,  calculated 
to  deter  the  grandfather  from  placing  his  property  at  the  disposal 
of  his  grandson. 

'^  Now  this  being  a  case  in  which  the  complainants  call  upon 
the  court  to  interfere  in  their  favor,. by  enforcing  the  specific 
execution  of  a  contract,  they  must  come  before  it  with  a  much 
stronger  case  than  if  they  were  acting  defeasively,  and  merely 
resisting  such  an  application  made  by  the  ad veise  party.  Under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  court  must  entertain  no  rea- 
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sonable  doubt  of  the  existence  of  the  contract,  and  be  satisfied 
that  it  is  one  which,  looking  to  what  is  just  and  reasonable^ 
ouglu  to  be  enforced.  2  Siort/s  Equity ^  sec.  769.  Seymour 
vs.  Delancey,  6  John.  Ch.  Rep.,  222. 

"  But  there  are  other  grounds  upon  wliich,  in  my  opinion, 
the  relief  prayed  in  this  case  must  be  refused. 

"  It  is  established  by  the  cases,  and  by  writers  of  the  highest 
distinction,  that  the  specific  execution  of  contracts  in  equity,  is 
not  a  matter  of  absolute  right  in  the  party,  but  of  sound  dis- 
cretion in  the  court.  And  unless  the  court  is  satisfied  that  the 
application  to  it,  for  this  extraordinary  assistance,  is  fair,  just 
and  reasonable,  in  every  respect,  it  will  refuse  to  interfere,  but 
leave  the  party  to  his  remedy  al  law,  for  a  compensation  in 
damages.  2  Ston/s  Equity^  sees.  767,  770.  Corberry  vs. 
TannehiU,  1  Har.  <J*  John.,  224.  Seyrnour  vs.  Delancey,  6 
John.  Ch.  Rep.,  222. 

"Now  what  is  the  nature  of  the  application  in  the  present 
case?  and  how  is  the  court  to  afford  the  redress  which  is  asked 
from  it?  The  promise  charged  in  the  bill,  and  established  by  the 
evidence,  if  indeed,  any  promise  is  shown,  was  to  the  surviv- 
ing complainant,  and  his  late  wife,  then  Miss  Somerville,  and 
was  unquestionably  intended,  if  made  at  all,  to  provide  for 
them  and  their  children,  if  any  should  be  born,  a  support. 
But  the  wife  is  dead,  and  there  is  no  issue  of  the  marriage;  and 
the  surviving  husband  now  claims  to  have  this  contract  specifi- 
cally enforced  for  his  exclusive  benefit,  although  he  has  receiv- 
ed in  another  form,  and  by  the  will  of  his  grandfather,  proper- 
ty to  a  much  larger  amount.  The  contract  asserted  in  the  bill , 
it  will  be  observed,  is  not  merely  a  contract  to  convey  title  to  a 
certain  parcel  of  land,  but  embraces  an  engagement  to  stock  it, 
to  pay  the  debts  of  the  grandson,  and  support  him  and  his 
family  for  the  first  year  after  tlieir  marriage.  Now  this  contract, 
if  enforced  at  all,  as  is  said  in  the  cases,  is  to  be  enforced  ex 
vigore,  and  with  unmiiigaled  severity.  It  must  be  carried  into 
execution  at  all  its  points,  though  a  part  of  the  consideration 
has  unquestionably  failed,  by  the  death  of  the  wife,  childless; 
as  it  is  impossible  to  suppose,  if  the  grandfather  ever  did  make 
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such  a  binding  cDgagemeat  as  is  conlended  for,  that  the  wife 
and  children  were  not  in  his  contemplation,  and  constituted  in 
part,  at  least  the  motive  for  his  promise.  It  seems  to  me  emi- 
nently proper,  that  a  case  like  this  should  be  sent  to  law, 
where,  in  the  language  of  Chancellor  Kent,  in  Seymour  and 
Delancj/y  *  relief  can  be  afforded  in  damages,  with  a  modera- 
tion agreeable  to  equity  and  good  conscience,  and  where  the 
claims  and  pretensions  of  each  parly  can  be  duly  attended  to, 
and  be  admitted  to  1:^0 vern  the  assessment.' 

"  And  in  this  case,  there  is  a  peculiar  reason  why  the  power  of 
(he  court  should  not  be  exerted  ia  the  form  in  which  it  is  applied. 
The  contract  we  have  seen,  is  not  confined  to  real  estate, 
but  extends  to  goods  and  chattels,  and  the  payment  of  debts, 
and  it  is  certainly  a  general  rule,  that  with  regard  to  contracts, 
respecting  goods  and  other  things  of  a  merely  personal  nature, 
this  court  will  not  decree  a  specific  performance,  except  in  cases 
in  which  a  court  of  law  could  not  give  adequate  compensation 
in  damages.  Unless,  therefore,  in  contracts  relating  to  per- 
sonal estate,  it  is  clearly  shown,  that  adequate  compensation 
cannot  be  given  by  an  action  at  law,  chancery  will  not  inter- 
fere.   2  Story,  sees.  716,  717,  718. 

'^This  court  then  looking  to  all  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  seeing  that  in  the  state  of  things  which  now  exist  it 
would  be  impossible  to  frame  a  decree,  which  would  do  jus- 
tice as  between  these  parties,  being  moreover  convinced  that 
the  leading  motive  which  induced  the  grandfather  to  make 
the  promise,  if  he  did  make  such  promise,  can  no  longer  ope- 
rate, I  am  not  disposed  to  carry  this  alleged  contract  into  exe- 
cution; but  will  leave  the  parly  to  his  remedy  at  law,  where 
the  jury  can  nflbrd  him  the  relief  in  damages,  which  they  may^ 
under  all  the  circumstances,  think  him  entitled  to. 

^'  If  this  court  should  decree  the  specific  performance  of  this 
contract,  and  direct  the  title  to  this  property,  to  be  conveyed  to 
the  complainant,  so  as  to  give  him  dominion  over  it,  I  am  per- 
suaded I  should  be  doing  that  which  his  grandfather  never  in- 
tended^ and  for  which,  as  I  think,  there  is  no  sufiicient  justifi- 
cation in  the  proofs  for  not  a  single  witness  has  spoken  of  the 
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nature  or  quality  of  the  title  which  the  corapIainaDt  was  to  re- 
ceive. And  if  we  are  to  judge  from  the  will  of  the  grand- 
father, dated  but  two  months  after  the  marriage,  and  the  char- 
ter of  (he  interest  which  the  complainant  takes  under  it^  there 
is  the  strongest  reason  for  thinking,  that  the  absolute  transfer  to 
him,  of  the  title  to  this  property,  would  be  most  repugnant  to 
the  intentions  of  the  grandfather,  then  or  previously  entertained. 

"  There  is,  besides,  another  view  fatal  to  the  right  of  the 
complainant  to  a  decree. 

^'  The  property  involved  in  this  case,  is  estimated  at  about 
nine  thousand  dollars,  and  the  entire  estate  of  the  testator,  of 
the  income  of  which  the  complainant  is  in  the  enjoyment  of 
one- third,  after  the  payment  of  some  small  annuities^  is  valued 
at  about  $150,000. 

'<  It  is  contended  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  that  this  devise 
of  the  income,  must  be  considered  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  con- 
tract, if  one  was  made,  to  convey  to  the  plaintiff  the  property 
in  dispute  in  this  case;  I  do  not  think  this  position  can  be  main- 
tained upon  the  authorities  applicable  to  the  subject.  It  is 
settled,  that  if  the  interest  which  the  creditor  takes  by  the  will 
is  not  ejusdem  generis^  not  being  co-extensive  with,  or  of  the 
same  nature  of  that  to  which  he  is  entitled  from  the  testator  as 
his  debtor,  the  legatee  will  be  entitled  to  both  interests.  2 
Rop.  on  Leg.f  46,  48. 

''But  although,  in  my  opinion,  the  interest  which  this  com- 
plainant takes  under  the  will  of  his  grandfather,  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  a  satisfaction  of  his  claim  founded  upon  the  alleged 
contract,  I  yet  think  the  will  puts  him  to  his  election,  and  that 
he  cannot  claim  under  the  will,  and  under  the  contract  also. 

''  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  degree  of  intention  necessary 
to  raising  a  case  of  election,  must  plainly  appear  upon  the  face 
of  the  will,  but  then  the  court  is  not  to  disregard  what  amounts 
to  a  moral  certainty  of  the  intention  of  the  testator.  McElfreah 
vs.  Schley  ^  BarVj  2  Gilly  181. 

''And  thotigh  evidence  dehors  the  will,  will  not  be  admit- 
ted to  prove  or  dbapprove  such  intention,  there  seems  to  be  no 
valid  objection  to  such  evidence  to  show  the  state  and  circum- 
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Stances  of  the  propeity.     Juddvs.  Praii,  13  Ves.yl68.     2 
Roper  oil  Legacies,  390. 

^'Now  can  there  be  a  doubt  that  the  testator  did  intend  to 
dispose  of  this  property  as  his  own? 

'^He  took  the  deed  to  himself  on  the  17ih  February.  1846, 
and  on  ihe  2nd  of  April  following,  he  made  his  will,  by  which 
he  devised  to  the  trustee  his  whole  estate  of  every  kind  and 
description.  I  throw  out  of  view  his  declaration  to  Mr.  Poe, 
which  has  been  excepted  to;  but  I  suppose  the  fact  of  his  tak- 
ing the  deed  to  himself,  is  evidence  to  show  the  state  and  cir- 
cumstances of  the  property. 

<<Now  is  it  not  morally  certain,  that  the  testator  intended  to 
dispose,  by  his  will,  of  this  property?  and  is  not  that  intention 
apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  will  itself,  especially  when  taken 
in  connection  with  the  state  and  circumstances  of  the  property? 
He  unquestionably  had  the  legal  title,  and  his  intention,  as  it 
appears  to  me,  might  be  as  well  disputed,  to  dispose  of  any 
other  part  of  his  estate  as  this. 

'^  There  is  another  intention  also  manifest  upon  the  face  of 
this  will,  which  would  be  frustrated  by  the  success  of  this  at- 
tempt on  the  part  of  the  complainant,  and  that  is,  to  place 
the  grandchildren  on  a  footing  of  entire  equality.  It  is  perfecdy 
clear  that  the  testator  intended  to  give  to  each  the  same  precise 
interest  in  his  estate,  in  regard  alike,  to  quantity  and  quality, 
and  to  permit  this  arrangement  to  be  distributed,  would  be  to 
defeat  a  cherished  object  of  the  testator. 

^^The  rule  as  asserted  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  the  case 
of  McElfresh  vs.  Schley  Mid  Barr,  is,  <^that  a  man  shall  not 
take  a  benefit  under  a  will,  and  at  the  same  time  defeat  the 
provisions  of  the  instrument,"  &c.,  and,  as  according  to  my 
view  of  this  case,  the  complainant  is  now  attempting  by  this 
bill,  to  violate  this  rule,  I  should,  on  this  ground,  if  none 
other  existed,  refuse  him  relief." 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorse y,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
Spence,  Magruder,  Martin,  and  Frick,  J. 
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Pratt  and  Nelson,  for  the  appellants,  contended: 

1st.  That  the  contract  proved  by  the  testimony  in  the  cause^ 
is  substantially  that  set  out  in  the  complainants'  bill. 

2nd.  That  said  contract  was  founded  upon  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, was  in  part  performed  by  the  grandfather  of  the 
complainant  in  his  lifetime,  and  that  the  complainant  is  entitled 
to  a  decree  for  its  specific  and  complete  execution. 

3rd.  That  the  death  of  the  wife  of  the  appellant,  pending 
the  proceedings,  does  not  impair  in  any  wise  his  rights  under 
said  agreement. 

4th.  That  said  contract  is  not  affected  by  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  of  frauds. 

5th.  That  the  provisions  made  for  the  complainant,  by  the 
will  of  his  grandfather  is  no  satisfaction  of  said  contract. 

6th.  That  the  complainant,  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  is  not  bound  to  elect,  whether  he  will  take  under  the  will 
of  his  grandfather,  or  under  the  agreement,  but  that  he  has  a 
right  to  take  the  provision  made  for  him  by  the  one,  and  to  ask 
a  specific  execution  of  the  other. 

J.  M.  Campbell  and  Thomas  S.  Alexander,  for  the  ap- 
pellees^ insisted: 

Ist.  That  the  deceased,  Charles  Waters,  never  made  any 
such  agreement  as  is  alleged  in  the  bill. 

2nd.  If  he  did,  his  will  has  more  than  fulfilled  it. 

3rd.  That  in  any  event,  as  the  will  carries  the  property 
claimed  under  the  agreement;  the  appellant,  taking  a  benefit 
under  the  will,  cannot  claim  against  the  will  under  the  agree- 
ment. 

4thly  and  lastly.  That  if  the  agreement  were  made  as  al- 
leged, and  is  yet  unperformed,  and  may  be  enforced  notwith- 
standing the  will^  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  no  more  since  the 
death  of  his  wife,  without  issue,  than  a  life  estate  in  Moore^s 
farm,  and  as  to  the  residue  of  the  property  mentioned  in  the 
agreement,  has  no  remedy  in  equity. 
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Prick,  J.,  delivered  the  opinioQ  of  this  court. 

The  object  of  the  bill  filed  in  this  case  by  the  appellant  and 
Rebecca  Arm  Waters,  his  wife,  (since  deceased,)  is  to  enforce 
the  performance  of  a  contract  alleged  to  have  been  made  with  the 
complainant,  by  Charks  Waters  the  grandfather  of  Charles 
A.  TTa/erj,  in  which  it  is  charged:  That  the  grandson,  with 
the  sanction  and  encouragement  of  his  grandfather,  having 
made  proposals  of  marriage  to  Miss  Somerinlle,  Charles 
Waters,  the  grandfather  agreed :  that  if  such  marriage  should  be 
consumated,  he  would  purchase  and  fully  stock  a  farm  for  the 
complainants,  would  pay  all  the  debts  of  his  grandson  out- 
standing, and  would  furnish  adequate  means  for  the  sup|>ort  of 
him  and  his  wife  for  the  first  year  thereafter.  And  this  promise 
and  engagement  being  communicated  as  well  to  Miss  Some?'- 
villa  as  to  her  mother  and  brother,  (he  marriage  was  afterwards, 
on  the  4ih  of  Feb.,  1846,  duly  solemnized. 

It  is  further  alleged,  that  shortly  after  the  marriage,  Charles 
Waters y  the  grandfather,  in  part  execution  of  the  agreement, 
purchased  a  farm  in  Baltimore  county,  and  put  the  complain- 
ant in  the  possession  thereof;  and  also  in  part  stocked  it  with 
furniture,  implementau  and  slaves;  soon  after  which  he  died, 
before  paying  complainant's  debts,  without  having  executed  a 
deed  for  the  land,  and  without  yu%  stocking  the  farm,  and 
supplying  the  means  of  support  for  the  year  ensuing  the  mar- 
riage. 

The  bill  then  sets  out  the  will  of  the  grandfather,  Chxrles 
Waters  J  by  which,  after  a  proper  provision  for  his  wife  for  life, 
he  devises  all  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  Freebortt  O.  Waters, 
in  trust  as  to  one-third  of  the  income  thereof,  for  Charles  A. 
Waters  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  children  in  fee,  if  any 
living  at  his  death;  and  if  none,  then  to  his  two  granddaughters, 
Eliza  A.,  the  wife  of  Charles  Howard,  and  Rebecca  A.,  the 
wife  of  Charles  White,  and  their  children.  And  as  to  the 
remaining  two-thirds,  the  income  thereof  for  the  use  of  these 
granddaughters  respectively  for  life,  with  like  limitations  as 
contained  in  the  devise  to  his  grandson.  Each  of  the  grand- 
daughters had  one  child.     All  these  parties  are  made  defend- 
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aDts  to  the  bill^  and  the  prayer  is,  that  they  may  be  decreed  to 
convey  to  the  complainants,  the  farm  in  question,  and  that  the 
executor,  (who  is  the  trustee  also,)  be  compelled  to  pay  the 
debts  due  by  the  complainant  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  and 
in  all  other  respects,  execute  the  remaining  stipulations  of  the 
contract. 

The  defendants  by  their  answers  insist:  that  allhourh  the 
farm  in  question  was  purchased  and  stocked,  and  complainants 
put  in  possession  by  the  grandfather,  yet  that  the  contract  to 
this  intent,  if  any  was  made,  was  only  to  give  to  the  complain- 
ants the  usufruct  of  the  farm  and  other  property^  and  not  the 
absolute  fee. 

That  the  habits  of  the  grandson  were  unthrifty  and  extrava- 
gant, and  so  known  to  the  grandfather;  and  the  aid  proposed 
to  be  given,  was  only  in  the  hope  and  upon  the  condition  that 
he  would  reform  his  vicious  habits,  which  he  never  did.  That 
to  have  conveyed  to  him  the  title  in  fee,  would  have  enabled 
the  complainant  to  have  defeated  the  prominent  object  of  the 
grandfather,  in  view  of  the  provision  he  intended  for  the  com- 
plainant and  his  issue;  and  further,  that  it  was  never  the  de- 
sign of  the  grandfather  to  place  the  complainant  on  a  better 
footing  with  regard  to  his  estate,  than  his  sisters. 

The  defendants  further  aver,  that  only  a  few  days  after  the 
marriage,  on  the  17ih  day  of  February,  1846,  the  property 
here  claimed  by  the  complainants,  was,  by  his  own  direction^ 
conveyed  to  the  grandfather  in  his  own  name,  while  the  com- 
plainants were  in  possession;  that  it  was  regarded  by  him  as  a 
part  of  his  estate  at  the  time,  and  passed  under  his  will  as  a 
portion  of  what  was  devised  in  trust  for  the  grandson  and  his 
two  sisters;  and  that  the  provisions  thus  made  for  the  complain* 
ant,  Charles  A.  Waters,  by  the  will,  is  a  full  performance  of 
any  agreement  made  in  contemplation  of  his  marriage. 

The  will  of  the  grandfather  was  executed  on  the  2nd  of 
April,  1846;  and  it  is  admitted  that  the  entire  estate  of  the  tes- 
tator, including  the  property  here  claimed  by  complainants, 
was  nearly  $150,000;  and  the  property  claimed  under  the 
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alleged  agreement  with  the  complainants;  is  valued  altogether 
at  the  sum  of  $9,000. 

The  chancellor,  upon  (he  whole  case  presented  to  him,  de- 
termined that  the  complainant  had  m^de  out  no  claim  for  the 
interposition  of  a  court  of  equity,  and  dismissed  the  bill;  and 
this  decision  we  are  called  upon  to  review. 

The  true  inquiry  here  is,  whether  the  alleged  agreement 
of  Charles  Waters y  the  grandfather,  in  consideration  of  the 
marriage  proposed  and  consummated  between  the  complain- 
ants, is  sustained  by  the  evidence  in  the  cause;  and  how  far 
such  an  agreement,  according  to  the  principles  which  govern 
a  court  of  equity  in  enforcing  a  specific  execution,  will  entitle 
the  complainant,  under  all  the  circumstances,  to  the  interposi- 
tion which  is  here  sought  by  him  ? 

Marriage  has  always  been  held  in  the  law  to  be  a  good  and 
valuable  consideration  to  sustain  a  contract.  But  the  contract 
must  be  one  certain  in  all  its  particulars;  so  clear  and  definite, 
and  so  far  satisfactorily  proved,  as  to  be  capable  of  specific 
execution.  If  it  be  a  parol  contract,  to  take  it  out  of  the  statute 
for  part-performance,  the  terms  must  be  definite  and  unequivo- 
cal. If  uncertain  or  ambiguous,  a  specific  performance  will 
not  be  decreed.  For  the  court  may  enforce  precisely  what  the 
parties  never  did  intend  or  contemplate.  1  Story^s  Eq.  Juris,  j 
sees.  T64,  767. 

Now  what  was  the  intention  stamped  upon  all  the  evidence 
in  this  case? 

The  grandfather  was  made  aware  of  the  attachment  of  his 
grandson  to  the  lady  whom  he  afterwards  married.  He  was 
before,  fully  advised  of  his  erratic  and  extravagant  habits. 
But  he  approved  of  the  engagement,  and  as  is  proved,  used 
every  persuasion  and  inducement  to  encourage  an  union  be- 
tween them.  He  regarded  it  as  the  probable  means  of  reclaim- 
ing him;  and  with  that  view,  in  all  sincerity  did  make  to  the 
parties  and  their  friends,  the  pledges  and  declarations  which  are 
proved  by  the  witnesses,  and  also  contained  in  the  letters  filed 
in  evidence  in  the  cause. 

In  all  the  testimony,  there  is  nothing  inconsistent  or  conflict- 
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ing  with  the  theory,  (hat  he  intended  to  buy  a  farm,  to  stock  il 
and  furnish  it,  to  place  hitn  upon  it,  pay  his  debts,  and  give 
him  a  start  in  the  world,  (as  he  expressed  it;)  without  design- 
ing, at  the  same  time,  to  invest  him  with  the  title  in  fee,  and 
the  uncontroled  disposition  of  an  experimental  provision,  direct- 
ed to  his  gradual  reform  and  fixed  settlement  in  life.  From 
the  whole  tenor  of  the  correspondence,  it'  is  obvious,  that 
the  grandfather  reserved  to  himself  full  direction,  with  regard 
to  the  manner  in  which  such  provision  should  be  made,  and 
the  extent  to  which  it  was  to  go. 

He  might  well,  in  all  the  language  imputed  to  him,  have 
looked  to  a  permanent  provision  for  the  grandson,  and  yet  have 
reserved  to  himself  the  time  at  which  he  would  so  execute  it. 
He  agreed  to  buy  a  farm  and  put  him  in  possession.  All  this 
he  did,  promptly  by  the  day  designated.  He  bought  the 
farm.  He  gave  to  Mrs.  S.,  the  mother  of  the  lady,  the  money 
and  means  to  furnish  the  house,  and  partially  at  least,  within 
the  short  period  intervening  before  his  death,  sent  the  stock  and 
negroes  from  his  own  farm. 

Can  it  be  supposed  that  when  the  chief  inducement  of  the 
grandfather  in  making  these  promises,  was  to  reclaim  his  grand- 
son, and  reform  his  extravagant  habits,  that  he  designed  to  give 
him  the  title  and  right  of  control  over  the  property ,  uncon- 
ditionally, and  thus  administer  means  and  encouragement  to 
the  prosecution  of  the  very  course  of  life  which  he  desired  to 
check?  The  object  of  the  grandfather  would  seem  more 
naturally  to  correspond  with  the  acts  done  by  him  in  the  exe- 
cution of  that  object;  to  put  him  in  possession  of  a  farm,  and 
to  stock  it,  not  to  pass  the  title  to  him.  View  it  as  a  contract, 
and  to  this  extent  it  has  been  fully  performed.  And  as  it  ap- 
pears in  evidence,  the  complainant  is  still  in  possession,  and 
competent,  under  the  powers  in  the  will  to  the  trustee,  to  ar- 
range with  him  for  the  continued  usufruct  of  the  property. 
The  will  itself,  excludes  all  idea  of  title  in  the  complainant 
over  any  portion  of  the  property,  but  gives  to  him  a  life  estate 
in  a  share,  estimated  at  more  than  $40,000,  while  the  whole 
estimate  of  the  claim  asserted  by  the  bill,  is  set  down  at  $9,000. 
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What  the  grandfather  intended  and  promised,  he  partly  exe- 
cuted in  his  lifetime,  and  afterwards  consummated  by  his  will; 
to  settle  them  on  a  farm,  or  in  any  other  business  pursuit,  to 
provide  for  them  through  life,  and  secure  the  ultimate  benefit 
of  his  bounty  to  their  children;  keeping  it  out  of  the  power  of 
complainant  to  waste  his  substance,  by  placing  the  property 
under  trust  for  these  purposes.  The  whole  disposition  of  the 
estate  in  his  will,  would  seem  to  correspond  with  this  presum- 
ed intention  of  the  agreement  here  set  up.  He  had  repeatedly 
declared  his  intention  to  see  all  his  grandchildren  settled  and 
provided  for  in  his  lifetime.  In  his  will  he  has  preferred  none; 
but  has  shewn  his  disposition  to  be  equally  favorable  to  all,  by 
giving  to  each  a  full  and  equal  share  of  his  estate.  And  to 
decree  what  is  claimed  here  to  the  complainant,  without  see- 
ing a  clear  and  unequivocal  agreement  or  declamiion  to  give  it, 
would  be  to  disregard  the  obvious  plans  of  the  testator;  to 
make  the  distribution  of  his  estate  unequal,  and  defeat  and  dis- 
appoint all  the  motives  which  influenced  both  the  alleged 
agreement,  and  the  testamentary  dispositions  of  the  grandfather. 

Such  is  our  view  of  the  motives  and  inducement  to  this  al- 
leged contract.  And  with  this  key  to  the  conduct  of  the 
grandfatl^er,  let  us  glance  at  the  mass  of  testimony  introduced, 
and  see  if  it  can  be  sustained  beyond  this,  to  raise  a  contract, 
such  as  is  sought  to  be  enforced  by  the  bill  in  this  case. 

To  William  T.,  the  brother  of  Miss  SomervUle,  he  said: 
<^That  he  would  buy  them  ih^  first  suHablefoxm  that  offered; 
would  furnish  it  and  stock  it,  and  pay  their  expenses  for  a 
year.  '^  Not  that  he  agreed  to  do  it.  And  even  if  he  did ,  the 
engagement  is  wholly  indefinite  and  uncertain.  Of  the  first 
suitable  farm,  who  was  to  judge  as  to  price  and  quantity  of 
land?  And  how  was  it  to  be  stocked,  unless  with  regard  to 
size  and  value?  No  intention  is  here  indicated  to  make  a 
binding  contract;  but,  (as  he  expressed  it  on  another  occasion,) 
''  to  do  as  he  pleased,  arnl  buy  such  a  place  as  pleased  him- 
self." In  other  words,  to  do  what  he  thought  ^'suitable" 
for  them,  and  make  such  provisions  as  would  ^^give  hisgiand- 
son  a  fair  start;"  and  make  them,  (the  husband  and  wife,) 
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comforlable,  until  the  conduct  of  his  grandson  would  justify 
his  ^'doing  more."  When  he  aftei-wards  purchased  Moore^s 
farm,  could  he  have  supposed  that  he  was  bound  by  a  legal 
contract,  capable  of  being  enforced  against  him,  and  to  exe- 
cute to  them  a  title,  which  only  fourteen  days  before  the  mar- 
riage, he  took  to  himself?  Hammond^  it  is  true,  (as  other 
witnesses  also,)  says,  that  "  he  wanted  to  buy  a  farm  for  his 
grandson."  But  he  has  no  where  said  that  it  was  in  the  per- 
formance of  any  agreemant  or  contract  to  do  so-  To  Airs. 
SomerviUey  with  whom  he  corresponded  on  the  subject,  and 
with  reference  to  another  farm  which  was  proposed  to  him  for 
sale,  about  which  he  was  treating,  he  writes;  "A/y  view  is  not 
to  confine  my  grandson  on  this  spot,  if  he  turns  his  attention 
a  to  business,  as  I  most  ardently  hope  he  will;  and  then  if  it  be 
want  of  judgment,  it  had  much  belter  be  on  a  moderate  than  a 
large  scale. "  His  anxiety  was  "to  fix  his  grandson  on  a  farm," 
as  is  expressed  in  a  letter  to  complainant  himself;  and  in  his 
letter  to  Wm.  T.  Some7'we/fei  he  expresses  the  same  views,  and 
adds:  "I  would,  without  delay,  buy  a  first  rate  farm  for  him, 
as  I  am  anxious  to  fix  all  my  graridcliildren  in  my  life  time, 
could  I  collect  what  has  been  long  due." 

Again,  in  another  letter  he  says:  "  I  am  trying  to  procure  a 
suitable  farm  on  which  I  could  establish  you."  And  how  far 
that  which  he  proposed  to  do,  was  definite  as  to  the  time,  the 
manner,  and  the  extent  of  the  alleged  contract,  may  be  infened 
from  his  language  to  Mrs.  SomervUle;  when  expressing  to  him 
the  fears  of  complainant,  that  the  grandfather  would  not  fulfill 
his  promises,  he  said,  "that  Charles  had  better  trust  to  his 
generosity y  as  he  would  do  every  thing  that  was  right." 

There  is  nothing  in  all  this,  or  in  his  other  declarations,  to 
show  that  he  ever  intended  to  give  the  staff  out  of  his  own 
hands,  or  that  the  complainant  had  any  right  to  suppose  that 
he  so  intended. 

Therefore,  when  he  says  that  he  will  "buy  the  first  eligible 
farm,"  and  in  another  instance,  "the  most  suitable  farm,"  it 
was  always  in  bis  view  "to  settle  and  fix  "  his  grandson,  as  he 
contemplated  to  fix  his  other  grandchildren ;  not  defining  any 
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particular  estate  be  intended  to  give^  or  designating  any  binding 
and  definite  terms  upon  which  he  meant  to  fix  them.  And 
further,  when  he  proposed  to  the  father  of  complainant  an  ex- 
change, by  which  he  proposed  to  put  complainant  on  the  farm 
held  by  the  father  for  years,  by  possession  without  title,  it  indi- 
cates, most  decidedly,  that  he  designed  to  give  nothing  beyond 
the  possession  for  the  time,  and  as  au  experiment  in  the  pro- 
mised reform  of  the  habits  of  the  complainant.  That  nil  the 
grandfather's  plans  were,  at  that  time,  directed  to  this  reform, 
and  their  final  consummation  depended  upon  it,  is  further  il- 
lustrated by  bis  language  to  the  grandson,  in  the  first  letter  of 
the  series:  <' You  ought,"  he  says,  ^Mo  have  felt  assured  that 
oil  I  propose  doing  for  you,  would  most  assuredly  be  done,  and, 
perhaps.,  much  more,  as  I  saw  you  progressing  ^^^ 

Upon  this  brief  review  of  a  portion  of  the  testimony,  all  of 
which  we  have  carefully  examined,  (and  laying  no  stress,  and, 
therefore,  expressing  no  opinion  on  the  part  excepted  to,)  we 
have  no  difficulty  in  concluding,  that  the  grandfather  never 
meant  or  contracted  to  give  to  complainant^  absolutely  and  in 
fee,  the  uncontrolled  disposition  of  this  contemplated  advance- 
ment. But,  standing  in  loco pare^itis  to  all  bis  grandchildren, 
he  designed,  as  they  fixed  and  settled  themselves  in  life,  to  ad- 
vance them  by  a  provision  suitable  to  their  wants  and  station, 
in  such  manner  and  at  such  times  as  his  judgment  and  ^^gene- 
rosity "  might  dictate. 

The  true  intention  in  this  case,  was  to  make  a  prospective 
provision  for  husband,  wife,  and  children.  Here  the  wife  is 
dead,  and  there  is  no  i»ue  from  the  marriage.  A  prominent 
part  of  the  motive  and  consideration  on  which  this  promise  was 
based,  has  failed,  and  the  complainant  claims  to  have  the  whole 
performed  for  his  exclusive  benefit ;  although  he  has  received 
what  is  admitted  to  be  far  beyond  the  value  of  the  claim,  in 
the  precise  form  in  which  we  conceive  the  grandfather  intended, 
by  his  promise,  to  signify  his  bounty  in  his  lifetime.  He  never 
made  an  engagement  binding  on  him  to  the  extent  claimed  by 
the  complainant^*  and  exclusive  of  any  consideration  of  the 
wife  and  of  the  children,  that  might  result  from  the  marriage. 
36        V.8 
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To  provide  for  these,  was  among  the  prominent  motives  of  the 
grandfather;  and  the  whole  complexion  of  the  case  is  so  far 
changed  by  the  death  of  the  wife,  that  a  strict  compliance  with 
what  is  claimed  as  the  agreement,  becomes  impracticable. 
With  this  motive  in  view,  it  is  entirely  repugnant  to  it,  to  as- 
sume, even  if  the  wife  were  still  living,  that  he  intended  to 
give  such  an  estate  as  would  embarrass,  if  not  defeat  it  alto- 
gether. That  he  designed,  by  his  promises,  to  make,  at  the 
proper  time,  a  permanent  provision  for  the  complainant,  is  not 
doubted.  And  that  he  did  so,  very  soon  after  the  marriage,  is 
fully  demonstrated  by  the  date  and  contents  of  his  will,  under 
which  the  complainant  receives  more  than  a  full  equivalent  for 
any  engtigement  or  promise  which  the  grandfather  ever  made 
to  him.  The  whole  case  discloses,  that  he  was  not  an  unwil- 
ling, but  a  generous  grandfather,  anxious  for  the  reformation 
of  his  grandson,  and  wiih  a  disposition  eminently  liberal  and 
kind  to  complainant,  as  to  all  his  oiher  grandchildren.  He  in- 
tended to  secure  to  hini^  and  any  family  he  might  have,  a  fair 
provision,  in  the  event  of  his  becoming  settled  and  fixed  in  life; 
and  this  is  as  much  as  he  bound  himself  to  do,  under  any  pro- 
mise that  appears  upon  the  testimony.  He  has  liberally  done 
so  by  his  will,  and  every  fair  presumption  is  against  the  idea, 
that  he  ever  intended  to  secure  to  the  complainant  a  double 
portion  in  his  estate.  For,  in  his  declarations,  be  uniformly 
included  the  other  grandchildren  with  the  complainant,  in  his 
views  and  designs  of  providing  for  them  all,  and  in  his  will^he 
has  treated  them  all  as  equals,  and  disposed  of  his  whole  es- 
tate; and,  to  enforce  this  alleged  agreement  in  the  form  claimed 
by  the  complainant,  must  defeat  the  manifest  intention  of  the 
testator,  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  will. 

The  case  before  us,  is  clearly  to  be  distinguished  from  that 
of  Dugatiy  et  al,y  vs.  Giitings^  3  Gilly  138.  There  the  pro- 
perty, both  before  and  after  the  marriage,  was  affirmed  by  the 
father  to  belong  absolutely  to  the  daughter  and  her  children. 
Here  the  evidence,  with  all  the  qualifications  with  which  the 
grandfather  surrounded  it,  cannot  be  tortured  into  an  absolute 
gift  in  fee.     In  the  case  of  Dugan,  the  testimony  established 
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the  delivery  of  the  house  to  bis  daughter,  as  her  own  property, 
prior  to  the  marriage,  and  that  he  verbally  presented  it  to  her 
in  fee, as  a  marriage  portion.  That  she  continued  to  reside  in 
it  for  some  time,  and  after  leaving  it,  was  in  the  enjoyment  of 
the  rents  and  profits  (sometimes  paid  to  her  by  the  father  him- 
self,) up  to  the  lime  of  his  death;  and  he  made  no  further  pro- 
f?ision  for  her  in  his  will. 

The  case  there  presented,  was,  therefore,  a  strong  case  for 
the  interposition  of  the  court;  and,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound 
discretion,  inherent  in  a  court  of  equity,  they  will  look  to  the 
object  and  intention  to  be  derived  from  all  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances, and  decree  equity  upon  the  whole  case.  It  is  scarcely 
necessary  to  reiterate,  that  even  if  a  contract  is  sufficiently  es- 
tablished or  admitted,  it  still  remains  with  n  court  of  equity,  as 
matter  of  soimd  discretion,  whether,  under  the  circumstances, 
they  will  decree  the  specific  performance.  iH.^  A/cJE/.,  252, 
Simmons  vs.  HUL  1  fiT.  <J*  /.,  224.  2  H.  ^  J.,  76.  They 
may  exercise  a  sound,  reasonable  discretion,  governed  by  rules 
and  principles;  as  far  as  may  be,  yet  granting  or  withholding 
relief,  where  these  rules  and  principles  will  not  furnish  any 
exact  measure  of  justice,  according  to  the  circumstances  of  each 
case,  or  where  the  decree,  under  the  circumstances,  would  be 
inequitable.     2  Slory^s  Eq.  Juris. y  sees.  742,  7t^9. 

Now,  here,  supposing  a  contract  to  be  made  out.  The  wife 
has  die<l  since  the  filing  of  the  bill,  and  without  issue,  and  the 
survivor  now  continues  to  claim  the  benefit  of  a  marriage  con- 
tract, which  marriage  has  ceased  to  exist,  and  a  provision  in- 
tended for  children,  where  there  are  none.  If,  by  the  death  of 
the  wife,  without  issue,  the  complainant  has  suffered  no  injury 
or  prejudice  by  what  has  been  done  toward  the  promised  pro- 
vision for  his  wife,  equity  will  not  interpose.  2  Freeni.j  35, 
36.     3  Vez.y  246.     See,  also,  Baldwin's  Rep.,  489,  490. 

And,  entertaining  the  opinions  before  expressed,  with  regard 
to  this  alleged  contract,  and  its  purpose  and  design,  we  should 
do  violence  to  every  sound  principle  of  equity  and  justice,  if 
we  consented  to  enforce  it.  Looking  to  all  the  facts,  the  ori- 
ginal position  of  the  parties^  the  altered  state  of  things  as  they 
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now  exist,  the  impracticability  of  framing  any  decree  conform- 
ing to  the  original  facts  and  motives  that  induced  the  proposed 
arrangement,  and  regarding  the  provisions  of  the  will  as  more 
than  an  equivalent  for  any  obligation  to  the  complainant,  by 
which  the  grandfather  was  ever  bound,  we  can  find  no  justifi- 
cation for  such  a  course.  Only  a  short  time  after  the  marriage, 
he  executes  this  will,  having  previously  taken  to  himself  the 
title,  in  fee,  to  Moore^s  farm,  then  in  possession  of  complainant; 
and  in  making  his  final  declaration  of  intention,  says:  ^^  I  have 
endeavored,  in  the  foregoing  disposition  of  my  propeily,  to  do 
full  justice  to  my  family,  and  to  distribute  and  vest  my  estate  in 
such  manner  as  would  be  most  likely  to  ensure  a  continuance 
of  competence  to  my  descendants,  and  to  guard,  as  far  as  pos- 
sible, against  improvidence  and  mismanagement."  This  is 
precisely  in  the  same  tone  and  spirit  in  which  his  intention  and 
views  were  expressed,  with  regard  to  the  previous  provisions 
for  this  marriage;  and  if  be  has  not  fulfilled  that  provision  to 
the  letter,  he  has  substituted  another  much  larger  and  more 
beneficial,  and  one  that  wholly  excludes  the  idea  of  a  double 
portion  to  complainant.  Slory^s  Eq.  Juris. y  sees.  1106, 1109. 
Conceiving,  therefore,  that  to  gratify  the  alleged  claim  here 
set  up  by  complainant,  would  be  repugnant  to  the  whole  tenor 
of  his  grandfather's  promises  and  declarations,  in  seeking  to 
promote  the  grandson's  reform  and  advancement  in  life,  we 
are  of  opinion,  that  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  should  be 
affirmed. 

BECREE   AFFIRMED. 
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Martha  Young,  Adm^x  of  Notley  Young,  Ex-parte. — 

December  J 1849. 

Id  analogy  to  the  practice  of  allowing  executors  the  counsel  fees  expended 
in  the  successful  defence  of  a  will,  an  administrator  will  be  allowed  like 
fees  out  of  the  estate,  whore  his  right  to  a  controverted  administration 
is  successfully  established. 

Under  our  testamentary  system,  the  right  to  administer  cannot  be  delegated. 
The  policy  of  the  law,  in  selecting  persons  nearest  in  interest,  in  prefer- 
ence to  others  more  remote,  was  to  bind  up  the  interest  of  the  adminis- 
trator with  that  of  persons  entitled  to  the  estate. 

Appeal  from  the  Orphans  court  of  Prince  George^s  county. 

The  appellant,  as  administratrix  of  Notley  Yotmg,  filed  her 
petition  in  the  said  orphans  court,  stating  that  George  H,  Smithy 
and  jEloisey  his  wife,  pretending  that  they  were  emitted  to  ad- 
minister on  the  personal  estate  of  said  Youngy  filed  a  petition 
in  said  court,  praying  that  letters  of  administration  might  be 
granted  to  tliem;  in  consequence  of  which,  and  for  the  benefit 
of  said  estate,  your  petitioner  was  compelled  to  employ  counsel, 
for  the  purpose  of  answering  said  petition,  and  resisting  such 
illegal  claim.  That  this  claim  was  successfully  resisted  in  the 
orphans  court,  and  the  sum  of  $295  was  paid  by  petitioner  to 
her  counsel,  for  their  seiTices  in  said  court.  That  said  Smith 
and  wife  having  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  your  peti- 
tioner paid  the  further  sum  of  $300,  for  services  of  counsel  in 
the  latter  court,  where  the  judgment  was  affirmed.  These  sums 
she  prays  to  be  allowed,  as  credits  in  her  accounts  as  adminis- 
tratrix, out  of  said  personal  estate. 

This  claim  the  orphans  court  rejected,  and  passed  a  decree 
dismissing  the  petition,  from  which  this  appeal  was  taken. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorbey,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
Spence,  Magruder,  Martin,  and  FricK;  J. 

By  Semmes,  for  the  appellant,  and 
By  C.  C.  Magruder;  for  the  estate. 
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Frick,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  question  presented  by  this  appeal  is:  whether  the  ap- 
pellant can  claim  to  be  credited, in  her  administration  account, 
the  amount  of  counsel  fees  disbursed  by  her,  in  maintaining 
her  right  to  administer  the  estate? 

It  is  insisted,  by  the  respondents  to  the  petition  of  the  ap- 
pellant,  that  the  allowance  of  such  a  claim  is  not  warranted  by 
any  of  the  provisions  of  the  testamentary  laws  of  the  State; 
and  that  being  a  mere  personal  right,  the  estate  ought  not  to  be 
burthened  with  the  costs  of  any  controversy  between  the  parties 
litigating  it. 

On  the  i)art  of  the  appellant,  the  allowance  is  claimed  in 
analogy  to  the  practise  of  allowing  to  executors  the  counsel 
fees  expended  in  the  successful  defence  of  a  will.  That  prac- 
tise is  well  established  and  conceded  3  and  we  can  see  nothing 
that  ought  to  exclude  the  case  of  an  administrator  from  the  ap- 
plication of  the  same  principle,  where  his  right  to  a  contro- 
verted administration,  is  successfully  established. 

The  appointment,  and  the  rights  of  administrators,  are  regu- 
lated by  law.  There  must  be  some  sufficient  reason,  then,  in 
designating  the  particular  parties,  in  their  order,  to  whom  the 
administration  of  the  estate  is  committed.  The  trust  and  con- 
fidence created  by  a  testator  in  the  selection  of  his  executor,  is 
in  the  case  of  an  administration,  created  by  law.  The  custo- 
diary,  in  his  relation  to  the  person  and  estate  of  the  intestate,  is 
distinctly  designated,  first,  to  prevent  litigation  about  the  pos- 
session, and  secondly,  ''for  the  security  of  the  estate;"  and 
under  our  testamentary  system,  this  right  cannot  even  be  dele- 
gated. The  persons  nearest  in  interest  are  selected  in  priority 
to  others  more  remote,  and  it  is  obvious  that  the  policy  of  the 
law  was  to  bind  up  the  interest  of  the  administrator  with  that 
of  persons  entitled  to  the  estate.  8  6r.  ^*  /.,  p.  84,  Hqfffnan 
vs.  Gold, 

Where  this  right  is  contested,  what  is  the  party  entitled,  under 
the  law,  to  do?  His  relation  to  the  estate,  binds  him  to  defend 
it.  But,  in  the  view  of  the  respondents,  he  must  either  engage 
in  the  controversy  at  his  own  personal  cost,  or  abandon  the 
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right.  An  obstinate  and  pertinacious  claimant  thus  presenting 
himself,  may  drive  every  legilimnte  party  from  the  contest,  and 
defeat  the  \vhole  policy  of  the  law  in  its  selection  of  the  proper 
person  to  administer.  The  prospect  of  an  expensive  litigation, 
may  thus  avail  upon  a  spurious  pretext,  to  secure  to  a  stranger 
the  administration  of  an  estate  to  which  he  can  have  no  claim. 

After  letters  have  been  issued .  it  is  conceded  that  counsel 
fees  are  properly  allowed,  in  prosecuting  and  defending  claims, 
in  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  the  administration.  The  war- 
rant for  this,  is  found  in  the  act  of  1798,  ch.  101,  sub.  ch.  10, 
sec.  2,  which  authcrises  expenditures  to  be  incurred  <^in  the 
recovery  or  security  of  any  part  of  the  estate."  The  principle 
upon  ^hich  the  rightful  paity,  designated  by  law^  claims  the 
administration,  and  incurs  the  expense  of  securing  it,  must  be 
presumed  to  be  the  same — the  recovery  and  security  of  the  es- 
tate from  the  claim  of  one  who  has  no  legal  right  to  disturb  it. 
There  is  no  force  in  the  objection,  that  it  is  a  mere  personal 
right,  and  the  parly  may  elect  to  claim  or  abandon  it.  His 
election  is  worthless  to  him,  when  you  take  from  him  the  proper 
means  to  assert  it.  Before  he  can  execute  the  office  with  which 
the  law  clothes  him,  he  must  establish  his  right  to  exercise  it. 
If  this  right  is  controverted,  on  grounds  over  which  he  has  no 
control,  and  not  occasioned  by  his  own  default,  and  he  suc- 
ceeds in  maintaining  it  when  litigated,  he  is  entitled  to  such 
costs  and  expenses  as  the  court  may  find  he  has  reasonably  in- 
curred; and  the  decree  of  the  orphans  court,  dismissing  the 
petition,  is,  therefore,  reversed. 

In  thus  sustaining  the  petition  in  this  case,  this  court  do  not 
intend  to  assert  the  right  of  the  petitioner  to  the  allowances 
claimed.  Of  the  proper  occasion  for  the  employment  of  coun- 
sel, and  of  the  amount  proper  to  be  allowed,  the  court  alone 
are  to  judge;  the  ground  of  this  opinion  being  that  the  orphans 
court  have  the  power  (which  has  been  denied  in  argument,)  to 
award  reimbursement  to  a  successful  claimant  of  the  right  of 
administration. 

DECREE  REVEUSED, AND 

CAUSE  rp:manded. 
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John  M.  Wahl  vs.  Benjamin  C.  Barroll  and  Nicholas 

C.  Spence. — December y  1849. 

A  covenant  in  a  sub-lease  of  part  of  a  lot  of  ^ound,  subject  to  a  groand-rent 
of  $75,  that  the  sub-lcsscc  should  hold  the  sub-demised  part  "free  and 
clear  of  any  other  or  greater  rent  than  that  rrserved  in  the  sub-lease," 
docs  not  run  with  the  land,  or  bind  or  charge  the  residue  of  the  lot  with 
the  whole  rent  of  $75,  and  exempt  the  sub-leased  portion  from  liability 
for  any  part  thereof,  but  with  respect  to  such  residue,  is  a  mere  personal 
covenant. 

Though  this  covenant  docs  not  run  with,  or  bind  the  residue,  yet  it  docs 
run  with  and  bind  the  reversionary  interest  of  the  sub-lessor  in  the  sub- 
leased part,  and  as  against  the  sub-lessor  and  his  assigns  of  such  rever- 
sion, the  sub-lessee  and  his  assigns  would  have  their  remedy  if  charged 
with  any  other  or  greater  rent  than  that  specified  in  the  sub-lease. 

The  sub-lessee  having,  himself,  become  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  of 
the  sub-leased  lot,  the  sub-lease  and  all  its  covenants  are,  by  operation 
of  law,  merged  and  extinguished,  and  he  holds  in  the  same  manner  and 
upon  the  same  terms  as  if  no  sub-lease  had  been  made,  and  he  had  ac- 
quired title  by  regular  assignments  from  the  original  lessee. 

The  words  •* subject  to  the  originally  reserved  ground-rent,"  used  in  an 
assignment  of  a  lease,  are  words  of  description,  and  not  of  contract:  if 
they  were  omitted,  the  assignee  would  still  be  bound  to  pay  the  rent  re- 
served in  the  original  lease. 

Appeal  from  the  Couri  of  Cfianccry, 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  the  appellant  against  the 
appellees,  on  the  20ih  of  October,  1846.  The  facts  of  the 
case  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  chancellor,  and  of 
this  court. 

On  (he  22nd  of  July,  1847,  the  chancellor  (Johnson,)  pas- 
sed a  decree  dismissing  the  bill,  accompanied  by  the  following 
opinion: 

"On  (he  llih  of  April,  1833.  Mieajah  Merri/wan  leased 
to  John  J.  Gross  and  /o/m  Gross ,  a  lot  of  ground  in  (he  ci(y 
of  Baltimore^  for  ninety-nine  yeaFS,  with  a  clause  for  renewal, 
reserving  an  annual  rent  of  $75.  John  J.  Crro«5  subsequently 
purchased  the  undivided  interest  of  Jolin  Gross,  and  then,  by 
indenture  dated  the  12th  of  August,  1841,  underlet  a  part  of 
the  demised  premises  lo  John  Ryland,  for  the  residue  of  the 
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term  aforesaid^  the  said  Ryland  paying  for  tlie  pairt  so  underlet/ 
the  annual  sum  of  $37.60,  and  with  a  covenant  on  the  part  of 
the  lessor,  his  executors^  administrators,  and  assigns,  that  on 
the  payment  of  the  rent,  &c.y  (he  sub-Iesse6,  his  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns,  should  enjoy  the  premises  '^  free  and 
clear  of  the  claim  and  demand  of  any  person  or  persons  what- 
soever,  for  and  on  account  of  any  other  or  greater  rent  than' 
above  reserved  thereon."     On  the  same  day,  Chross  assigned 
and  transferred  to  Daniel  B.  Banks  his  title  to  the  demised 
premises,  and  the  rent  reserved  thereon,  for  the  consideration  of 
$400,  paid  him  by  Banks.     Ryldndy  the  sub-lessee  of  Gross; 
died,  and  Banks,  as  his  administrator,  sold  his  interest  in  the 
demised  premises  to  the  complainant;  and  afterwards,  on  the 
23rd  of  September,  1843,  for  the  consideration  of  $650,  he 
(Banks,)  sold  and  conveyed  to  the  said  complainant  all  the 
interest  in  the  premises  which  he  acquired  by  his  purchase  from 
Gross,  including,  of  course,  the  yearly  rent  of  $37.50,  reserved 
thereon  in  the  lease  from  Gross  to  Ryland.     By  reason  of  all 
which;  as  it  is  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  complainant,  he  be- 
came entitled  to  hold  the  property  mentioned  in  the  sub-lease 
discharged  of  the  original  rent,  or  of  any  portion  thereof,  and 
that  the  whole  sum  of  $75,  the  rent  reserved  in  the  lease  from* 
Merryman  to  Chross,  became  charged  and  chai^eable  upon  that 
portion  of  the  premises  not  embraced  in  the  said  sub-lease. 
Afterwards,  on  the  29th  of  September,  1843,  the  said  Gross* 
and  Banks,  to  whom  Gross  had  mortgaged  the  premises,  con- 
veyed to  Benjamin  C  Barroll^  one  of  the  defendants,  for  value,* 
the  residue  of  the  said  demised  premises,  not  embraced  in  the 
lease  to  Ryland,  subject  to  the  ground-rent  reserved  in  the  ori- 
ginal lease;  and  on  the  30th  of  January,  1845,  BarroU  con- 
veyed the  same  property,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  to  the 
defendant,  N.  Carroll  Spence,  subject,  likewise,  to  the  ground- 
rent  reserved  in  the  original  lease,  the  effect  of  all  Which,  as 
alleged  by  the  complainant,  was  to  make  BarroU  and  Spence, 
the  defendants,  equitably  liable  to  the  landlord,  Merryman,  for 
the  whole  amount  of  the  rent  reserved  in  the  original  lease, 
and  not  merely  for  a  proportional  part  thereof,  they  having  had' 
37        V.8 
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aodce,  as  alleged,  before  they  reeeived  transfers  of  the  property, 
of  the  actings  and  doings  of  Gross,  in  relation  thereto,  but 
that,  nevertheless,  the  complainant  has  been  compelled  to  pay 
to  the  original  lessor,  Merryman,  divers  sums  of  money,  which 
are  mentioned  in  the  bill;  they,  the  defendants, having  refused 
to  pay  the  whole  amount  thereof.  The  prayer  of  the  bill  is, 
Ihat  the  defendants  may  respectively  be  compelled,  by  decree, 
to  pay  the  whole  amount  of  the  rent  which  fell  due  whilst  they 
severally  held  the  premises,  and  that  the  portion  thereof  which 
was  conveyed  to  them,  may  be  declared  liable  therefor,  during 
the  residue  of  the  term,  and  that  the  complainant  may  hold 
a»d  enjoy  bis  part  free  and  discharged  from  any  part  thereof. 

''  The  defendants,  in  their  answer^ deny  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
court  of  equity  to  decree  the  relief  asked  for  by  the  bill,  and 
as,  after  attentively  considering  the  question,  and  the  ai^uments 
of  the  counsel  on  both  sides,  I  concur  with  them  in  that  opinion, 
I  do  not  consider  it  necessary  to  say  anything  upon  the  other 
question  which  has  been  drawn  into  the  discussion.  I  am  very 
clear  that  I  have  no  power  to  declare,,  that  any  part  of  the  de- 
mised premises  shall  be  exempt  from  the  claim  of  the  original 
lessor,  Merryman;  for,  though  a  sub^lessee  may  not  be  liable 
to  be  sued  for  rent  on  the  covenants  of  the  lease,  be  is  certainly 
liable  to  be  distrained  for  the  rent  during  his  possession.  2 
Siory^s  EquUyy  sec.  687.  To  decree,  then,  that  any  part  of 
the  premises  shall  be  discliaiged  from  the  payment  of  the  rent, 
would  be  an  invasion  of  the  right  of  the  landlord,  and  is,  there- 
fore,^ inadmissible.  That  part  of  the  celief  prayed  by  this  bill, 
which  seeks  to  exonerate  the  premises  held  by  the  complainant 
from  the  payment  of  any  part  of  the  rent,  cannot,  consequently, 
be  granted. 

^^  With  regard  to  the  prayer  to  have  refunded  to  the  complain- 
ant the  rents  which  be  has  been  compelled  to  pay  to  Merry- 
man,  the  original  lessc^:,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  an  ade- 
quate legal  remedy,  and,  consequently,  that  this  court  has  no 
jurisdiction.  Assuming  that  the  complainant  is  right  in  sup- 
posing tbat,^  according  to  the  instruments  under  which  he  holds, 
the  premises  embraced  in  the  lease  from  Oross  to  Ryland 
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were  lo  be  exempt  from  the  payments  of  any  portion  of  the 
rent  reseived  by  the  lease  from  Merryman  to  Gross,  that  such 
was  the  contract  of  Gross,  and  that  the  defendants  stand  in  his 
shoes^  and  are  to  be  considered  as  having  contracted  to  pay  the 
whole  rent  to  Merryman,  it  seems  to  me  to  follow^  that  if  the 
complainant  has  been  compelled  to  pay  any  part  of  that  rent^ 
the  appropriate  remedy  is  an  action  at  law  to  recover  back  the 
money.  It  is  not  like  the  cases  which  have  been  referred  to> 
in  whicli  it  has  been  decided^  that  if  one  of  several  persons, 
who  have  purchased  different  parcels  of  land,  liable  to  a  rent 
charge,  is  made  to  pay  the  whole,  he  shall  be  eased  in  equity, 
by  a  contribution  from  the  rest  of  the  purchasers.  1  Equity 
Oases,  113.  But  this  is  a  bill  by  a  party  who,  denying  his 
liability  to  pay  any  part  of  the  rent,  seeks  not  to  make  the  other 
purchasers  contribute,  but  to  pay  the  whole  amount,  which,  he 
alleges,  be  has  been  improperly  made  to  pay.  It  is,  as  it  seems 
to  me,  a  bill  to  recover  a  sum  of  money  which  the  complainant 
has  paid,  laid  out  and  expended  for  the  use  of  the  defendants, 
for  which,  of  course,  the  courts  of  law  afford  an  adequate 
remedy,  and  if  so,  authorities  need  not  be  cited  to  prove  that 
this  court  cannot  interfere.  Being  of  this  opinion,  I  consider 
it  proper  to  dismiss  the  bill.  It  is  admitted  that  John  J.  Gross 
is  insolvent,  but  that  cannot,  I  think,  make  any  difference. 
The  attempt  is  to  make  tlie  defendants  pay  the  several  sums  of 
money  which  the  complainant  has  been  compelled  to  pay,  but 
for  which  he  insists  the  defendants  are  liable.  If  this  be  so,  I 
am  at  a  loss  to  see  why  the  courts  of  law  are  incapable  of  af- 
fording an  adequate  remedy.  Adair  vs.  Winchester,  7  Gill 
^John.,lH.'' 

From  this  decree  the  complainant  appealed. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorset,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
SvBscE,  Magruder,  Martin,  and  Frick,  J. 

By. Geo.  M.  Gill,  for  the  appellant,  and 

By  Alexander  and  Barroll,  for  the  appellees. 
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DoRSEY,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

On  the  17ih  of  April,  1833,  Micajah  Merryman,  Jr.,  by 
indenture  of  lease  in  the  usual  form,  demised  a  lot  of  ground 
therein  described  in  the  city  of  Baltimore^  to  /.  Gross  and  /. 
/.  GrosSy  for  ninety-nine  years,  renewable  forever,  reserving 
a  yearly  rent  of  $75.  Soon  after,  /.  Gross  assigned  and  con- 
veyed all  his  interest  in  the  demised  premises  to  /.  /.  Gross ^ 
his  joint  lessee.  On  the  12th  of  August  1841,  /.  /.  Gi^oss 
sub-leased  about  a  moiely  of  the  said  lot  to  a  certain  John  Ry- 
land,  for  the  unexpired  term  of  the  original  lease,  save  one 
year,  reserving  to  the  sub-lessor,  his  executors,  administrators 
and  assigns,  the  yearly  rent  of  $37.50,  who  covenanted,  that 
upon  the  payment  thereof,  &c.,  the  sub-lessee  should  hold  the 
sub-demised  premises  free  and  clear  of  any  other  or  greater 
rent.  And  on  the  day  last  mentioned,  /.  /.  Gross  assigned 
the  ground-rent  issuing  out  of  the  sub-demised  premises,  and 
his  reversionary  interest  therein,  to  one  Daniel  B.  Banks. 
John  Ryland  having  died  intestate,  D.  B.  Banks,  his  admin- 
istrator, assigmed  all  the  decedent^s  interest  in  the  sub-lease  to 
the  present  complainant;  and  sometime  aAerwards,  to  wit,  on 
the  2Ist  of  September,  1843,  assigned  to  him  also,  with  the 
said  last  mentioned  ground-rent,  the  reversionary  interest  un- 
der the  original  lease,  which  D,  B,  Banks  had  in  the  sub- 
leased lot.  On  the  29th  of  September,  1843,  /.  /.  Gross 
assigned  to  Benjamin  C  BarroU,  in  the  usual  form,  all  the 
residue  of  the  lot  leased  to  him  by  Merryman,  not  included  in 
the  sub-lease  to  Ryland,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  ground- 
rent  in  the  original  lease.  /.  /.  Gross  having  become  insol- 
vent, B.  C.  BarroUj  on  the  13th  of  January,  1845,  assigned 
all  his  interest  in  the  premises  to  Nicholas  Carroll  Spence,  the 
other  defendant.  The  complainant,  since  the  acquisition  of 
his  title  as  aforesaid,  having  been  compelled,  since  the  acqui- 
sition of  title,  as  above  mentioned  by  B,  C.  Barroll,  to  pay  a 
portion  of  the  rent  reserved  in  the  original  lease  from  Merry- 
inan,  and  to  make  a  like  payment,  since  the  assignment  from 
Barroll  to  Spence,  filed  in  the  chancery  court  the  bill  before 
us,  against  the  defendants^  Barroll  and  Spence,  to  coerce  them 


OF  MARYLAND.  293 


Wabl  va.  Barroll  and  Spenco. — 1849. 


to  reimburse  him  (he  amounts  by  him  paid  as  aforesaid  (o  said 
JUenymafiy  and  to  obtain  ''an  indemnification  from  the  lot  of 
ground  assigned^  as  aforesaid,  to  the  said  Nicholas  Carroll 
Spence^  against  all  responsibility  for  the  whole  of  the  said 
yearly  rent  of  $75,  and  to  have  the  said  yearly  rent  paid  out 
of  the  said  lot  of  ground  so  owned  by  the  said  Nicholas  Carroll 
Spence,  and  to  have  the  portion  thereof  owned  and  possessed 
by  the  said  Nicholas  Carroll  Spence,  charged  with  the  whole 
of  said  yearly  rent."  Micajali  Merryman  not  having  been 
made  a  party  to  these  proceedings,  it  is  apparent  that  the  com- 

■ 

plainant  seeks  not  to  impair  or  change  his  rights,  to  collect  his 
rent  from  any  part  of  the  lot  by  him  originally  leased  to  J, 
Crross  and  /.  J.  Gross. 

To  show  his  claim  to  the  relief  sought,  the  complainant 
insists,  that  the  covenant  of  J.  J.  Gross,  in  the  sub-lease  made 
to  Ryland,  that  he  should  hold  the  lot  (hereby  demised,  free 
and  clear  of  any  other  or  greater  rent  than  that  reserved  therein, 
was  a  covenant  running  with  the  land,  which  bound  the  resi- 
due of  the  entire  lot  leased  by  Merryman  to  Gross,  and  chaiged 
it  with  the  whole  rent  of  $75,  reserved  to  Merryman;  and  ex- 
empted the  lot  sub-leased  to  Ryland  from  iiaj^ility  for  the  pay- 
ment  of  any  part  thereof.  For  such  a  principle  no  authority 
has  been  referred  to,  which  gives  to  it  the  slightest  support. 
And  the  reverse  is  satisfactorily  shown  by  the  case  of  Cook 
vs.  the  Earl  of  Arundel,  et  alios,  reported  in  Hardress,  87. 
Where  it  was  held,  that  if  a  party  holding  lands  chaiged  with 
a  ground-rent,  grant  part  of  those  lands,  and  covenant  that  the 
lands  granted  should  be  discharged  of  the  rent,  it  is  not  a  real 
covenant  which  runneth  with  the  land,  and  chargeth  the  land 
not  granted  with  the  whole  rent:  the  court  being  ''clear  of 
opinion,  that  it  was  no  more  than  an  ordinary  and  personal 
covenant,  which  must  charge  the  heir  only  in  respect  of  assets, 
and  not  otherwise,  and  (hereupon  the  bill  was  dismissed." 
Which  bill  was  filed  to  charge  the  land  not  granted  with  the 
entire  rent. 

Although  the  covenant  to  Ryland^  as  to  exemption  from 
any  other  or  greater  rent  than  that  reserved  in  the  sub-lease, 
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did  not  run  wiih  or  bind  the  residue  of  (he  lot  not  sub-demised 
to  Ryland,  in  respect  to  which  it  was  regarded  as  a  raere  per- 
sonal covenant;  yet  it  did  run  with,  and  bind  the  reversionary 
interest  of  Gross  in  the  sub-leased  lot,  and  as  against  Gross 
and  his  assignees  of  such  reversion,  Ryland  unA  his  assignees 
would  have  had  their  remedy,  if  charged  with  any  other  or 
greater  rent  than  that  specified  in  the  sub-lease.  But  unfortu- 
nately for  the  plaintiff,  he  has  himself  become  the  assignee  of 
the  reversionary  title  of  the  lot  sub-leased  to  Rylandj  which 
sub-lease  he  held  under  assignment,  and  thereby,  by  operation 
of  law,  as  far  as  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  are  concerned,  the 
sub-lease  and  all  the  covenants  therein  contained  are  merged 
and  extinguished,  and  he  holds  the  sub-leased  lot  in  the  same 
manner,  and  upon  the  same  terms  and  conditions  as  if  no  such 
sub-lease  had  ever  been  made,  and  he  had  acquired  title  to  the 
lot,  and  the  unexpired  term  therein,  as  specified  in  the  original 
lease,  under  regular  assignments  from  Gross,  the  original  les- 
see, and  those  claiming  under  him.  Sufficient  authorities  for 
this  are  found  in  Webb  vs.  Russell,  3  T.  i2.,393,  and  Hughes 
vs.  Rolothatrhy  ex^cr  o/J.S.,1  Cro,  Eliz.,  303. 

The  plaintiff  appears  to  regard  the  assignment  of  D.  B, 
Banks  and  J,  J.  Gross  to  Benjamin  C.  Barroll,  stating,  that 
the  lot  assigned  was  to  be  held  subject  to  the  originally  reserved 
ground-rent,  &c,,  as  demonstrating  that  the  lot  thus  assigned, 
which  passed  but  about  a  moiety  of  the  lot  originally  leased 
by  Merrynutn  to  Gross,  should  pay  the  whole  ground  rent 
reserved  on  the  entire  lot,  and  that  the  sub-leased  part  of  the 
lot  should  pay  no  portion  thereof.  This  construction  of  the 
contract  of  the  parties  cannot  be  sustained.  Had  those  words, 
"subject  to  the  originally  reserved  ground-rent,"  been  wholly 
omitted  in  the  deed  of  assignment,  the  assignee's  obligation  to 
pay  the  rent,  stated  in  the  original  lease,  would  have  been  the 
same,  with  or  without  their  insertion.  When  thus  used,  they 
are  not  intended  as  terms  of  compact,  creating  a  new  obligation, 
having  no  existence  without  them^  but  as  merely  descriptive  of 
the  existing  condition  of  the  property^  designed  by  the  assign- 
ment to  be  transferred  to  the  assignee.     And  this  view  of  the 
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subject  is  fully  sustained  by  the  case  of  Wolveridge  vs.  Siew- 
ardj  30  Eng,  C.  L.  /?.,  312:  where  A^  by  indenture^  exe- 
cuted by  himself  and  ^^  assigned  to  B  certain  premises,  ^^sub- 
ject  to  payment  of  the  rent,  and  performance  of  the  covenants 
and  agreements,  reserved  and  contained  in  the  original  lease.'' 
B  entered  under  this  assignment,  and  afterwards  assigned  over 
to  a  third  person.  Held,  that  B  was  not  liable  in  covenant  to 
A  for  rent,  which  the  latter  had  been  called  upon  to  pay  in 
consequence  of  the  default  of  B'^9  assignee,  ^Uhe  words  subject 
to  the  payment  of  rent,  &c. ,  being  words  of  qualification,  &c., 
not  of  contract. "  In  the  language  of  Lord  Tenierderiy  referred 
to  in  the  above  case,  as  used  in  MUis  vs.  HarriSy  Mieludmas 
iermy  1820,  "Those  words  were  not  of  agreement,  but  were 
merely  descriptive  of  the  obligations  to  which  the  assignee 
would  be  liable,  as  between  him  and  the  lessor." 

The  decree  of  the  chaDcellor  dismissing  the  complainant's 
bill  of  complaint  is  affiiined,  with  costs,  as  well  ia  this  court 
as  in  the  court  of  chancery. 

DECREB  AFFIRMED^  WITH  GOfinKI. 


John  Price  vs.  State  of  Maryland-. — December ,  1849. 

Where  a  criminal  case  is  remoTed  to  an  adjoining  county  for  trial,  under 
the  act  of  1804,  ch.  55,  it  is  sufficient  to  send  a  transcript  of  the  record  to 
the  court  to  which  the  cause  is  removed.  The  original  pi^>er8  on  file  in 
the  court,  ordering  the  remoTal,  need  not  be  transmitted  with  the  record, 
or  as  the  record  of  proceedings. 

The  words  of  the  record,  **  whereupon,  let  a  jury  thereon  appear  before 
the  court,  immediately  by  whom,  and  so  forth,"  state  the  venire  for  the 
the  petit  jury,  and  the  expression,  **  ten  of  which  said  jurors  being  called 
come,  and  so  forth,"  refers  to  the  impannelling,  electing,  and  trying  of 
the  individual  jurors,  and  not  to  the  venire. 

The  proceeding^  in  relation  to  the  petit  jury,  being  gone  over  in  the  court 
to  which  the  cause  is  removed,  any  irregularity  in  such  proceedings  in 
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the  court  ordering  the  removal,  would  not  be  fatal,  and  no  mention  need 
be  made  of  them  in  the  transcript  sent  to  the  former  court,  except  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  at  what  precise  stage  of  the  cause  the  removal 
was  ordered. 

The  object  to  be  effected  by  a  removal  is  to  secure  a  fair  and  impartial  trial, 
and  if  the  accused  has  been  arraigned  in  the  court  where  the  cause  ori- 
ginated, he  need  not  be  again  arraigned  in  the  court  to  which  it  is  removed, 
the  arraignment  constituting  no  part  of  the  trial. 

The  issue  made  by  the  accused  putting  himself  upon  the  country  for  trial, 
does  not  contemplate  any  particular  twelve  individuals  as  the  jury,  as  is 
manifest  from  the  fact  that  the  arraignment  always  takes  place  before 
the  jury  is  sworn,  and  often  at  a  previous  term. 

At  common  law,  as  a  general  rule,  a  jury  must  be  returned  from  the  county 
where  the  offence  is  committed,  but  our  statute  intercepts  this  rule  in 
case  of  removals,  and  directs  the  issue  to  be  tried  by  a  jury  from  another 
county. 

There  are  cases  under  the  English  statutes,  in  which,  for  the  trial  of  offen- 
ders, a  jury  may  be  taken  from  a  different  county,  but  there  is  no  differ- 
ence in  such  cases  in  the  mode  of  arraignment. 

In  removals  from  the  King's  bench,  the  venire  in  the  indictment  remains  the 
same;  the  place  of  trial  alone  is  changed. 

The  appeal  to  the  accused  "how  will  you  be  tried?"  and  his  answer,  **by 
my  country,"  is  a  form  handed  down  from  the  period  when  the  party  had 
the  privilege  of  selecting  a  trial  by  jury,  or  by  battle,  and  to  put  himself 
upon  the  country,  was  the  formal  mode  of  selecting  a  trial  by  jury. 

In  the  removal  of  civil  causes,  it  is  not  necessary  to  re-frame  the  issues  in 
the  county  where  they  are  removed. 

The  court  to  which  a  cause  is  removed,  has  no  power  to  order  a  writ  of 
diminution  to  correct  the  trabscript  of  the  record  sent  to  it.  Where  di- 
minution is  suggested,  the  process  should  be  applied  for.- 

After  the  right  of  removal  has  been  once  exercised  by  either  party,  there 
can  be  no  second  removal.  By  the  express  terms  of  the  act  of  1805,  ch. 
65,  sec.  49,  and  of  1809,  ch.  138,  sec- 30,  the  removal  must  be  made  by 
the  court  in  Which  the  indictment  is  found,  and  none  other. 

The  city  court  of  Baltimore  is  vested  with  all  the  powers,  jurisdiction  and 
authority  formerly  held  and  exercised  by  the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer 
for  Baltimore  county,  and  has  authority  to  remove  a  cause  to  an  adjoinirig 
county  for  trial. 

The  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  possessed,  in  respect  to  criminal  jurisdic- 
tion within  the  city  of  Baltimare,  all  the  general  powers  and  authority 
which  the  several  county  courts  possessed  within  their  respective  terri- 
torial jurisdictions, -and  remained  unchanged  by  the  amendment  to  the 
constitution  of  1804^  '5. 

The  county  courts  in  this  State,  being  the  only  courts  of  record  with  gene- 
ral common  law  jurisdiction,  can  rightfully  exercise  all  the  powers  exer- 
cised by  the  court  of  King's  bench  in  England,  so  far  as  those  powers  are 
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derived  from  rules  and  principles  of  the  eommon  law^  and  are  suited  to 
the  change  in  our  political  institutions  ^  and  not  modified  by  our  constitu- 
tional or  statutory  enactments. 

The  power  of  remoYal,  both  of  criminal  and  civil  cases^  is  an  acknowledged 
part  of  the  ordinary  common  law  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  King's 
bench. 

The  privilege  of  removal  was  first  made  an  object  of  constitutional  secu- 
rity by  the  act  of  1805,  which  left  to  the  legislature  no  longer  the  power 
to  deprive  a  party  of  its  exercise^  but  only  the  power  of  extending  it,  or 
prescribing  the  mode  of  its  exercise^ 

The  practice  of  removing  criminal  cases  from  Baltimore  city  court  has  been 
continued  since  the  act  of  1805^  and  has  been  twice  sustained  by  the  Court 
of  Appeals. 

The  same  considerations  must  govern « and  the  same  result  is  to  be  attained 
by  a  removal,  both  in  regard  to  the  State  and  the  accused.  There  is  no 
canon  of  interpretation  which  can  be  applied  to  the  one<  which  will  not 
apply  with  equal  force  to  the  other < 

The  object  of  the  removal  being  to  secure  a  fair  and  impartial  triali  the  case 
must  be  removed  before  the  trial,  or  any  part  of  it,  is  had  in  the  court 
ordering  the  removal. 

The  trial  can  only  be  said  to  commence^  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
law  regulating  removals^  when  the  panel  of  twelve  jurors  is  completed 
by  being  duly  sworn. 

Where  a  new  trial  is  granted}  or  where  ihe  juiyi  unable  to  agree,  are  dis- 
charged, it  then  becoming  necessary  to  try  the  case  again  ^  de  novo,  the 
second  trial  is  as  much  a  trials  within  the  contemplation  of  lawj  as  the 
first  was,  before  the  party  was  put  to  the  bar< 

Error  to  Anne  Arundel  county  court. 

The  record  in  this  case  states,  that  on  the  22nd  of  October^ 
1849;  Baltimore  city  court  caused  to  be  transmitted  to  Anne 
Arundel  county  court,  for  trial  therein,  a  transcript  of  their 
proceedings  in  the  case  of  the  State  of  Maryland  against  John 
Price,  lately  depending  in  said  city  courts  which  said  transcript 
is  in  the  words,  &c. 

This  transcript  sets  out  a  presentment  by  the  grand  jury  of 
the  city  of  Baltimore^  against  said  Price,  for  the  murder  of 
George  Washington  Campbell,  in  the  usual  form,  except  the 
omission  to  state  that  said  grand  jury  were  duly  impannelled 
and  sworn. 

Then  follows  the  indictment,  charging,  in  the  usual  form, 
said  John  Price  with   the  wilful  and  felonious  murder  of 
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^^  George  Washington  Campbell ;^^  and  then  proceeds  to  state 
the  arraignment  of  the  prisoner  in  the  usual  form,  bis  plea  of 
not  guilty y  his  putting  himself  upon  his  country  for  (rial,  and 
the  joining  issue  on  the  plea  by  the  attorney  general,  in  behalf 
of  the  State.  After  staling  this  arraignment,  plea  and  issue, 
the  transcript  proceeds  as  follows: 

Wherefore  let  a  jury  thereon  appear  before  the  court  here, 
immediately  J  by  whom,  and  so  forth,  and  ten  of  which  said 
jury  being  called,  come,  that  is  to  say,  (naming  said  ten;)  who 
are  severally  elected,  tried  and  sworn  to  say  the  truth  of  and 
upon  the  premises  aforesaid.  And  afterwards,  and  before  the 
completion  of  the  said  jury,  the  attorney  general  filed  a  sugges- 
tion, in  writing,  that  the  State  cannot  have  a  fair  and  impartial 
trial  of  said  case  in/said  court,  and  praying  that  the  record  of 
their  proceedings  in  such  prosecution:  be  transmitted  to  the 
judges  of  some  adjoining  county  court  for  trial,  to  be  heard  and 
determined  by  such  county  court,  as  if  originally  instituted 
therein.  And  the  court  accordingly  ordered  the  record  of  pro- 
ceedings of  said  cause  to  be  transmitted  to  Anne  Arundel  county 
court,  and  then  ordered  the  jurors,  sworn  as  aforesaid,  to  be 
finally  discharged,  which  was  accordingly  done. 

Attached  to  this  transcript  is  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of 
Baltimore  city  court,  attested  by  the  seal  of  said  city  court,. that 
the  foregoing  "  transcript "  is  a  full  and  true  record  of  the  pro- 
ceedings, &c. 

The  cause  thus  removed  came  on  for  trial  in  Anne  Arundel 
county  court,  at  its  October  term,  1849,  when  the  prisoner,  by 
his  counsel,  moved  the  court  to  discharge  him  without  day, 
because  it  is  manifest,  from  the  record  in  this  court  filed,  that 
he  was,  at  September  term,  1849,  of  Baltimore  city  court,  put 
upon  his  trial,  which  trial  was  proceeded  in  until  ten  lawful 
men  were  called,  selected,  and  sworn  as  jurors,  to  try  the  issue 
joined  between  hi.m  and  the  State;  and  that  afterwards,  said 
city  court,  against  his  consent,  discharged  the  jurors  so  sworn 
without  authority  of  law,  so  that  he  cannot  again  be  put  upon 
trial  for  the  oflTence  charged  in  the  indictment  set  forth  in  said 
record.    And  he  further  alleged,  in  support  of  the  above  mo- 
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tioD;  that  after  the  ten  jurors  were  so  sworn,  said  city  court  dis- 
chai^ged  them  against  his  consent,  and  without  authority  of 
law;  and  without  his  consent^  ordered  and  directed  the  record 
-of  proceedings  of  said  city  court,  in  said  cause,  to  be  transmit- 
ted to  this  court.  So  that  this  court  hath  no  jurisdiction  in  this 
case,  because  the  record  of  proceedings  in  said  prosecution  has 
not  been  transmitted  thereto  agreeably  to  the  acts  of  Assembly 
in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

Which  motion  the  court  (Dorsey,  C.  J.,  and  Brewer,  A. 
J.,)  overruled. 

The  prisoner,  by  his  attorneys,  then  filed  an  affidavit,  stating 
that  the  transcript  of  the  record  of  proceedings  from  said  city 
court  was  incomplete  and  diminished  in  this:  that  at  the  May 
term,  1849,  of  said  city  court,  a  presentment  was  made  against 
hira,  charging  him  with  the  felonious  homicide  of  George 
Campbell;  and  that,  thereupon,  the  attorney  general  filed  an 
indictment,  charging  him  with  the  murder  of  said  George 
Campbell,  which  the  grand  jury  endorsed,  "true  bill;"  that 
upon  said  indictment,  he  was  arraigned,  and  plead  not  guilty, 
ice;  and  that  upon  his  application,  the  said  indictment  was 
continued  to  the  next  term  of  said  city  court,  to  wit:  the  Sep- 
tember term  of  1849.  At  which  said  last  term,  the  grand  jury 
made  another  presentment,  charging  him  with  the  murder  of 
George  W.  Campbell^  and  upon  that  presentment,  the  attorney 
general  filed  another  indictment,  charging  him  with  the  murder 
of  the  said  George  W.  Campbell,  which  the  grapd  jury  also 
returned,  endorsed  '^  true  bill."  •  Upon  said  last  indictment,  he 
was  also  arraigned,  and  pleaded  not  guilty,  &c.,  and  the  State 
joined  issue,  which  a  jury  was  called  to  try;  that  he  was  put  to 
his  challenges,  and  that  the  regular  pannel  being  exhausted, 
tales  were  ordered,  and  summoned,  and  returned;  and  he  fur- 
ther saith,  that  these  two  indictments  were  for  one  and  the  same 
homicide,  and  that  the  first  is  still  on  file  in  said  city  court,  un- 
disposed of,  and  that  there  is  no  mention  made  of  the  first  in- 
dictment in  said  transcript,  nor  any  mention  that  any  tales  were 
summoned^  or  any  challenges  made  by  him^  or  the  State,  and 
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allowed  by  the  said  court.  But  the  court  refused  to  grant  a 
writ  of  diminution. 

The  prisoner  then  filed  a  suggestion  and  affidavit  ihat  a  fair 
and  impartial  trial  cannot  be  had  in  this  court,  where  the  said 
prosecution,  as  if  originally  instituted,  is  now  depending,  and 
prayed  the  court  to  direct  (he  record  of  their  proceedings  to  be 
transmitted  to  the  judges  of  any  adjoining  county  court,  for 
trial,  there  to  be  heard  and  determined  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  the  said  prosecution  had  been  originally  instituted  therein. 
Which  the  court  refused  to  do. 

The  record  then  proceeds:  And  the  said  John  Pricey  (in 
the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  Anne  Arundel  county,  as  afore- 
said.) who  had  been  liereioforey  as  aforesaid^  placed  at  the  bar 
of  Baltimore  city  court ,  as  aforesaid,  and  had  then  and  there 
been,  as  aforesaid,  asked,  how  he,  of  the  premises  aforesaid, 
above  against  him,  in  form  aforesaid  imposed,  as  aforesaid,  will 
acquit  himself?  had  said ,  that  he  is  not  guUty  thereof,  and  there- 
of, for  good  and  evil,  put  himself  upon  the  country,  as  afore- 
said. And  George  R.  Richardson^  attorney  general,  as  afore- 
said, who  prosecuted,  as  aforesaid,  for  the  said  State  here,  as 
aforesaid,  in  this  behalf  in  like  manner^  and  so  forth^  as  afore- 
said; therefore  let  a  jury  thereon  appear,  &c. 

A  jury  was  then  sworn,  and  rendered  a  verdict  '^guilty  of 
murder  in  the  second  degree."  The  traverser  then  moved  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  and  assigned  the  following  reasons: 

Ist.  Because  the  transcript  of  the  record  filed  in  this  court, 
is  not  a  record  of  the  proceedings  in  said  prosecution,  according 
to  the  act  of  Assembly. 

2nd.  Because  said  transcript  is  diminished,  imperfect,  repug- 
nant and  vicious. 

3rd .  Because  he  was  not  arraigned  upon  the  indictment  upon 
which  he  has  been  tried  in  this  court,  nor  has  he,  in  this  court, 
plead  to  the  said  indictment,  or  joined  issue  thereon  with  the 
State. 

4th.  Because  said  proceedings  have  not  been  heard  and  de- 
termined in  this  court,  as  if  such  prosecution  bad  been  cnigi- 
nally  instituted  therein. 
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5th.  Because  the  court  refused  to  order  or  grant  the  Avrit  of 
diminution  referred  to  in  his  affidavit. 

6ih.  Because  this  court  refused,  upon  his  suggestion  that  he 
could  not  have  a  fair  and  impartial  trial  in  said  court,  to  direct 
the  record  of  their  proceedings  to  be  transmitted  to  the  jtidges 
of  any  adjoining  county  court  for  trial. 

7th.  Because  this  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  try  said  cause, 
said  Baltimore  city  court  having  no  authority  to  transmit  tiie 
record  of  proceedings  of  said  prosecution  to  the  court  here,  for 
trial. 

But  the  court  overruled  this  motion,  and  passed  sentence  of 
confinement  in  the  penitentiary,  for  fourteen  years  and  six 
months,  upon  the  traverser,  who  thereupon  sued  out  the  present 
writ  of  error. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Chambers^  Spence,  Magru- 
DER;  Martin,  and  Frick,  J. 

By  Preston  and  Pitts,  for  the  plaintiff  in  enor,  and, 
By  George  R.  Richardson,  attorney  general,  for  the  State. 

After  argument,  the  attorney  general  filed  a  suggestion,  in 
writing,  stating  that  the  transcript  of  the  record  sent  from  Anne 
Arundel  county  court  to  this  court,  is  diminished  in  this,  that 
in  reciting  the  proceedings  in  Baltimore  city  court,  the  words 
^^  who  being  impannelled,  sworn  and  chained  to  enquire  for 
the  State  of  Marylandy  for  the  body  of  the  city  of  BaUimore,'^^ 
are  omitted  in  that  part  of  the  record  which  states  the  with- 
drawal of  the  grand  jury  to  make  the  presentment,  and  that 
these  words  so  omitted  are  contained  in  the  transcript  referred 
to  in  the  record,  as  sent  from  Baltimote  city  court.  He,  there- 
fore, prays  for  a  writ  of  diminution  to  correct  the  record  in  this 
particular.  This  motion  was  submitted  upon  the  statement  by 
the  attorney  general,  that  the  error  was  discovered  after  the 
argument  of  the  cause  at  bar,  and  was  not  known  when  such 
aiguraent  was  had.  The  court  ordered  the  writ  of  diminution 
to  issue,  and  the  record  was  accordingly  amended. 
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Chambers^  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

This  case  comes  before  us  by  a  writ  of  error,  prosecuted  to 
bring  into  review  the  proceedings,  which  have  ended  in  the 
conviction  of  the  appellant  of  the  crime  of  murder  in  the  second 
degree,  for  which  crime  he  has  been  sentenced  to  confinement 
in  ihe  penitentiary  for  fourteen  years  and  six  months.  As  the 
party  is  now  in  confinement  pursuant  to  his  sentence,  we  have 
used  the  very  first  moment  after  the  case  was  fully  submitted 
to  us  by  his  counsel,  to  examine  into  and  confer  upon  the  ques- 
tions of  law  which  his  counsel  have  raised,  and  with  great 
ability  urged  in  argument.  We  have  now  to  announce  the 
result  of  our  deliberations. 

The  offence  is  charged  to  have  been  committed  in  the  city 
o(  Baltimore,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  "city  court."  In 
that  court  the  indictment  was  found  and  proceedings  thereon 
were  had,  as  set  forth  in  the  record,  when  an  application  was 
made  by  the  attorney  geneml,  on  the  part  of  the  State,  to 
remove  the  cause  for  trial  to  an  adjoining  county  court.  The 
cause  was  removed  to  Anne  Arundel  county  court,  where  a 
conviction  and  sentence  were  had. 

Various  objections  were  urged  against  the  proceedings,  both 
in  the  city  court  and  the  county  court,  all  of  which  were  over- 
ruled in  (he  county  court,  and  it  is  our  duty  to  decide  whether 
there  be  error  in  the  opinions  so  expressed.  We  will  consider 
them  in  the  order  in  which  they  are  stated  on  the  record. 

The  first  is,  that  the  transcript  of  the  record  filed  in  the 
county  court,  is  not  a  record  of  the  proceedings,  according  to 
(he  act  of  Assembly  of  1804,  ch.  55. 

It  has  been  suggested  by  the  counsel,  that  a  strict  regard  was 
had  in  our  acts  of  Assembly  to  the  distinction  between  civil  and 
criminal  cases  in  this  respect,  using  the  term  "transcript'^ 
whenever  the  proceedings  in  a  civil  case  were  directed  to  be 
removed,  and  the  term  "record"  where  a  criminal  case  was 
spoken  of.  This,  however,  upon  a  minute  examination,  does 
riot  appear  to  be  the  case.  The  constitutional  right  of  a  party 
charged  to  remove  his  case  for  trial,  was  first  secured  by  the 
act  of  1804,  ch.  65,  confirmed  by  the  act  of  1805,  ch.  16. 
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The  third  section  of  the  act  of  1804,  contains  the  parlicalar 
language  relied  on.  It  enacts,  that  upon  suggestion  in  writing 
by  the  party,  to  the  county  court  in  which  the  prosecution  is 
depending,  ^^it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  said  court;  to 
order  and  direct  the  record  of  their  proceedings  in  the  said 
prosecution  to  be  transmitted  to  the  judges  of  an  adjoining 
county  court  for  trial;"  &c. 

Now  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  second  section  of  the  same 
act,  in  reference  to  civil  actions  depending  in  any  county 
court,  provides,  that  upon  suggestion  made,  as  therein  stated, 
'^the  judges  thereof  shall  and  may  order  and  direct  the  record 
of  their  proceedings  in  such  suit  or  action,  to  be  transmitted  to 
the  judges  of  any  county  court  within  the  district  for  trial,  and 
the  judges  of  such  county  court  to  whom  such  record  shall  be 
transmitted,^'  &c. 

It  is  thus  apparent,  that  in  reference  to  this  question  the  lan- 
guage is  precisely  the  same  in  each  section,  and  it  is,  of  coui-se, 
not  possible  to  infer  that  the  legislature  intended  to  give  to  the 
terms  used  in  the  second  section,  a  meaning  and  effect  quite 
contrary  to  the  meaning  and  effect  of  the  very  same  terms  in 
the  section  immediately  following,  when,  as  must  be  conceded, 
there  is  no  other  expression  in  tbe  whole  act  to  indicate  any 
such  intention.  Assuming  then,  as  we  feel  bound  to  do,  that 
the  language  in  both  sections  is  to  be  interpreted  as  of  the  same 
import,  we  have  the  uniform  and  unquestioned  practical  con- 
struction of  these  terms  from  the  confirmation  of  the  act  to  the 
present  period.  In  regard  to  civil  causes,  it  is  matter  of  no 
unfrequent  occurrence  in  every  district  of  the  State,  to  transmit 
such  a  record  of  their  proceedings  as  we  have  in  this  case.  It 
is  confidently  asserted,  that  in  no  one  instance  have  the  original 
papers  on  file  in  the  court,  from  which  the  cause  has  been 
removed,  been  transmitted  with  the  record  or  as  the  record; 
nor  has  an  objection  ever  been  taken  by  any  member  of  the 
court  or  bar  to  the  established  practice.  Most  of  the  subsequent 
acts  of  Assembly  adopt  the  same  construction,  by  using  the 
words  ^Hranscript  of  record,"  as  synonymous  with  or,  at  least, 
equivale&t  to  the  word  < ^record,"  in  the  sense  of  the  act  of  1804. 
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The  usage  also  and  practical  interpretation  of  the  third  sec- 
lion^  has  been  equally  uniform  and  as  equally  wiUiout  objec- 
tion, as  far  as  we  can  learn,  except  only  in  the  case  of  the 
Stale  vs.  Dashiell,  6  H.  ^  /.,  268,  in  which,  as  would  ap- 
pear by  the  report,  the  counsel  suggested  this  question,  but  the 
court,  in  the  opinion  given,  did  not  allude  to  it. 

Without  meaning  to  intimate  that  we  should  have  come  to 
a  difierent  conclusion,  in  the  absence  of  such  cotemporaneous, 
consistent,  and  uniform  judicial  interfH'etation,  we  certainly 
feel  bound  not  now  to  disturb  it. 

The  second  objection  is  to  the  insufficiency  of  the  record 
transmitted  from  tlie  city  court,  which,  it  is  said^  is  ^'dimin- 
ished, imperfect  and  vicious." 

The  defect  chiefly  relied  on  to  sustain  this  objection,  con- 
sisted in  the  omission  to  show  that  the  grand  jury  was  duly 
impanelled,  sworn  and  charged.  The  amended  record  shows, 
that  this  defect  is  not  in  the  record  as  such  from  the  city  court, 
but  an  error  of  the  copy,  made  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of 
Anne  Arundel  county  court,  and  now  remedied  by  the  accu- 
rate copy,  sent  to  us  in  obedience  to  the  process  of  this  court. 
One  of  the  counsel  also  urged  as  an  objection,  that  the  venire 
for  the  petit  jurors  should  be  distinctly  stated.  How  far  the 
peculiar  mode  prescribed  by  our  acts  of  Assembly,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  a  jury,  should  distinguisli  the  form  of  entry 
in  this  respect  from  xhe  formula  properdin  a  case  where  a  venire 
issues  for  the  particular  cause,  it  is  not  necessary  here  to  con- 
sider. The  venire  ia,  in  express  terms,  set  out  in  these  words: 
' 'wherefore  let  a  jury  thereon  appear  before  the  court  immedi- 
ately, by  whom,"  &c.  And  the  expressions,  ''ten  of  whicb 
said  jurors  being  called,  come,"  do  not  refer  to  the  venire  as  il 
was  urged,  but  to  the  impanelting,  electing  and  trying  ten  indi- 
viduals from  the  jury  ordered  to  appear.  It  is  certainly  net 
very  fully  or  very  technically  expressed,  but  is  incapable,  wc 
think,  of  any  construction  but  that  here  given.  Upon  thia 
point,  however,  we  have  further  to  remark,  that  according  to 
the  view  we  have  taken  of  another  part  of  this  case,  the  iiTegu- 
larity  would  not  be  fatal,  because  it  could  not  produce,  by 
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possibility^  the  slightest  injury  to  the  accused.  If  the  cause 
was  properly  removed,  the  proceeding  as  to  the  petit  jury, 
however  irregular,  produced  no  influence  or  effect  upon  the 
case,  so  far  as  that  irregularity  was  committed  in  the  city  court, 
because  the  whole  proceeding  in  relation  to  the  petit  jury  was 
gone  over  in  the  court  in  Anne  Arundel,  precisely  as  if  nothing 
had  been,  in  that  respect,  done  in  the  city  court.  In  a  word, 
the  whole  proceeding  was  abandoned,  and  any  mention  of  it 
might  have  been  omitted  in  the  record  as  regards  any  practical 
consequences  arising  from  it,  except  in  so  far  as  it  goes  to 
ascertain  the  precise  stage  of  the  proceeding  in  the  city  court 
when  the  removal  was  ordered,  and  on  which  is  based  the 
question  respecting  the  right  of  removal  after  part  of  the  jury 
was  sworn. 

The  third  objection  is,  that  the  prisoner  was  not  ^^arraigned" 
in  Anne  Arundel  county,  which  it  is  urged  was  necessary  by 
the  terms  of  the  third  and  fourth  sections  of  the  act  of  1804, 
ch.  65.  The  language  used  in  each  of  these  sections  is,  that 
the  judges  of  the  court  to  whom  the  rei^ord  is  transmitted, 
'^shall  hear  and  determine  the  same,  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  such  prosecution  had  been  originally  instituted  therein." 

It  cannot  escape  observation,  that  these  words  are,  in  each 
8ection,'immediately  preceded  by  words  emphatically  expres- 
sive of  the  purpose  for  which  this  authority  is  given;  for  the 
trial  of  the  accused.  The  privilege  secured  to  the  party 
chftrged  or  the  State,  is  to  have  a  fair  and  impartial  trial.  In 
such  trudy  the  court  to  which  the  record  is  s6nt  is  to  proceed, 
in  all  respects,  as  the  court  from  which  it  came  would  have 
proceeded  in  the  tfi^y  in  hearing  and  determining  the  trial  of 
the  cause.  It  cannot  be  said  nor  has  it  been  contended,  that 
the  arraignment  is  a  part  of  the  trial,  hni  it  hos  been  urged, 
that  the  party  accused,  by  ^^pUtting  himself  upon  his  country 
for  trial,"  in  effect  selects  the  jury  then  attending,  or,  at  all 
events,  a  jury  of  the  county  in  which  he  pleads,  is  equivalent 
in  short  to  a  proposal  to  try  his  case  before  a  jury  then  attend- 
ing the  court,  or,  at  least,  a  jury  of  the  county. 

Now,  .that  such  an  issue  does  not  contemplate  any  particular 
39        V.8 
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twelve  individuals^  is  perfectly  manifest,  froro  the  fact  that  the 
arraignment  always  takes  place  before  the  jury  are  sworn,  aod 
often  at  a  previous  term,  and  there  is  no  means  of  ascertaining 
which  of  the  attending  jurors  will  constitute  the  panel,  or, 
indeed,  whether  it  may  not  be  composed  of  tcUesmen,  until 
the  process  of  challenging,  trying  and  swearing  the  jury  has 
been  gone  through. 

By  the  common  law,  as  a  general  rule,- a  jury  must  be  re- 
turned for  the  trial  of  the  general  issue  from  the  county  ia 
which  the  offence  is  chained  to  have  been  committed.  When, 
therefore,  a  party  pleads  not  guilty  and  puts  himself  upon  the 
country,  the  authorities  tell  us  a  jury  is  to  be  returned  from 
the  county  in  which  the  act  was  committed.  But  our  local 
law  intercepts  this  rule  in  a  case  of  removal,  and  directs  the 
issue  to  be  tried  by  a  jury  from  another  county. 

There  are  cases  under  the  Rnglish  statutes,  vide  2nd  Hawk, 
PL  Cr.y  559,  in  which,  for  the  trial  of  offenders,  a  jury  may 
be  taken  from  a  different  county,  but  we  have  no  intimation 
of  a  different  form  of  entry  in  this  respect,,  or  of  a  difference  in 
any  respect  in  the  mode  of  arraignment. 

The  language  of  this  appeal  to  the  party,  ''how  will  you  be 
tried?"  and  his  answer,  "by  my  country,"  is  a  form  handed 
down  from  the  period,  when  a  party  accused  had  the  privilege 
of  selecting  a  trial  by  jury  or,  by  *'ordeal,"  the  "corsned,"  or 
by  "battle."  When  asked  how  he  >vouId  be  tried,  his  reply 
determined  which  of  these  modes  he  selected,  and  to  put  him- 
self upon  his  country  was  the  formal  mode  of  selecting  a  trial 
by  jury.  If  he  selected  the  trial  by  battle,  he  pleaded  ''not 
guilty,  and  that  he  was  ready  to  defend  the  same  by  his  body;" 
and,  in  fact,  besides  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  the  party  was  "ar- 
raigned" under  the  old  process  of  trial  by  "battle,"  where 
there  is  no  trial  by  jury.  Vide  numerous  authorities  cited  in  2 
Hawk.  PL  Cr.j  231,  sec.  30,  and  5S7,  sec,  3.  And  in  refer- 
ence to  removals  from  the  King's  Bench,  1  Chit,  Or.  LaWy 
201,  it  is  expressly  said .  "in  these  cases  the  venue  in  the  indict- 
ment remains  the  same,  and  the  place  of  trial  alone  is  chang- 
ed."   Again,  we  have  an  illustration  from  the  same  provision 
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ia  regard  to  civil  causes.  When  an  issue  is  tendered,  the 
party  '^puts  himself  upon  the  country/'  and  the  acceptance  of 
the  issue  is  in  similar  terms;  yet,  so  far  is  it  from  being  neces- 
sary to  reframe  an  issue  in  the  county  to  which  a  civil  cause  is 
sent  for  trial,  that  it  is  actually  provided  in  the  second  section, 
which  immediately  precedes  that  directing  the  removal  of  a 
criminal  prosecution,  that  the  civil  cause  shall  be  removed  at 
or  during  the  term  at  which  (he  issues  are  made  up.  These 
remarks  also  fully  answer  the  fourth  objection. 

The  fifth  objection,  that  the  court  in  Anne  Arundel  refused 
to  issue  a  writ  of  diminution,  was  properly  abandoned,  as  well 
because  there  is  no  power  in  the  county  court  to  issue  such  a 
writ  in  a  criminal  case,  as  because  in  iact,  though  diminution 
was  suggested,  there  was  no  application  made  for  such  process. 

The  sixth  objection,  that  a  second  removal  wns  not  ordered 
by  Anne  Arundel  county  court,  is  not  tenable.  The  words  of 
the  constitution  are,  that  ^^a  party  presented  or  indicted  in  any 
of  the  county  courts,  may  apply  to  the  court  before  whom  the 
indictment  may  be  depending,"  and  have  his  case  removed. 
There  is  nothing  to  indicate  a  pur|>ose  to  authorise  a  second 
removal.  The  policy  of  the  law  is  to  have  the  cause  tried  in 
an  ^'adjoining  county."  This  object  may  be  defeated  to  the 
almost  infinite  delay  of  justice,  and  the  great  oppression  of  wit- 
nesses by  adopting  the  argument  of  the  counsel.  If  a  second 
removal  may  be  had,  why  not  a  third,  a  fourth,  and  as  many 
removals  as  there  are  counties  in  (he  State,  until,  ultimately, 
the  cause,  if  tried  at  all,  is  to  be  tried  at  some  place  the  most 
remote  and  inconvenient  to  all  who  are  witnesses  or  otherwise 
connected  with  it,  and  after  a  period  of  time  in  which  the  ma- 
terial testimony  in  the  cause  had  been  lost?  The  law  seems 
to  contemplate  a  condition  of  excitement  in  the  immediate 
community,  which  has  been  the  witness  of  an  imputed  crime, 
productive  of  feeling,  either  of  prejudice  or  partiality,  which 
might  hazard  a  fair  and  impartial  trial;  but  it  has  not  assumed 
that  such  excitement  will  exist  in  all  the  adjacent  counties, 
and  reliance  is,  of  necessity,  had  in  the  integrity  and  discretion 
of  the  court  to  select  such  an  adjacent  county,  as  is  least  likely 
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to  be  influenced  by  any  considerations  of  an  extraneous  char- 
acter. Here,  again,  we  have  an  analogy  from  the  correspond- 
ing provisions  of  the  same  instrument  in  relation  to  civil  cases. 
All  the  argument  that  has  been  urged  in  reference  to  the  design 
to  remove  the  trial  to  a  place  not  infected  with  prejudice,  and 
the  insufliciency  of  the  remedy,  if  not  allowed  to  one  party 
after  it  has  been  exercised  by  the  other,  will  apply  with  equal 
force  to  civil  causes,  and  yet  the  interpretation  of  the  law  was 
settled  contrary  to  the  claim  now  made,  and  it  is  confirmed  by 
express  legislative  provisions,  assuming  the  construction  we 
now  give  to  this  enactment  to  be  the  proper  one.  Vide  act  of 
1 838,  ch.  245.  That  a  further  provision  in  regard  to  removals 
in  criminal  cases  would  be  a  very  proper  one,  may  be  con- 
ceded, but  it  must  originate  with  the  legislature,  and,  if  adopt- 
ed,  will  doubtless  be  guarded  by  limitations,  which  will  prevent 
its  abuse.  But  we  consider  this  question  conclusively  settled 
by  the  express  terms  of  the  acts  of  1805,  ch.  65,  sec.  49,  and 
1809,  ch.  138,  sec.  20,  in  both  of  which  it  is  expressly  required, 
that  the  suggestion  shall  state  that  a  fair  and  impartial  trial  can- 
not be  had  in  the  court  in  which  the  indictment  isfpund,  and 
provision  thereupon  is  made  for  the  removal  by  the  «aJ£f  court— 
the  court  in  which  the  indictment  was  found — and  by  nope 
other. 

The  next  objection  urged  upon  us,  is,  that  the  city  court  of 
Battimare  had  no  power  to  remove  this  cause.  In  the  firsi 
place,  this  power  is  denied  under  any  circumstances,  and  in 
the  next,  because,  if  it  exist  at  all,  it  was  not  exercised  in  time. 

In  the  consideration  of  this  question,  we  do  not  think  the 
argument  should  be  confined,  as  it  seems  to  have  been,  by  the 
appellant's  counsel,  to  a  discussion  of  the  constitutional  pro* 
visions  on  this  subject.  It  is  very  proper  to  regard  the  condition 
and  authority  of  the  courts  in  this  State,  in  reference  to  this 
subject,  prior  to,  and  independent  of  the  amendment  adopted 
in  1804,  '6. 

The  present  system  by  which  the  city  court  of  Baltimore 
exercises  its  jurisdiction,  was  brought  into  being  by  the  act  of 
1816,  ch.  193,  which,  in  the  broadest  terms^  gave  to  it  <^aU 
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the  powers^  jurisdklioii  and  nutbority  "  then  held  and  exercised 
by  tbe  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  for  Baitimorc  county. 

Tbe  court  of  oyer  and  terminer,  thus  superseded,  was  estab- 
lished by  the  act  of  1793,  ch.  57. 

By  the  second  section  of  that  act,  '^all  causes  and  proceed- 
ings relative  to  the  trial  of  felonies  and  other  crimes  depending 
in  Baliimore  county  criminal  court,  shall  be  tried  and  deter- 
mined before  tbe  justices  "  to  be  appointed  pursuant  to  the  first 
section.  Its  jurisdiction  was  almost  entirely  confined  to  crimi- 
nal cases.  The  subsequent  sections  create  new  felonies,  alter 
the  mode  of  punishment  previously  inflicted  for  most  crimes, 
and  in  many  req)ects  create  a  new  code  of  criminal  law  for  the 
State.  A  very  peculiar  feature  in  that  act,  and  one  which 
evinces  the  prominent  position  occupied  by  the  new  court,  in  the 
view^  of  the  legislature,  is,  that  this  criminal  code  is  embodied 
in  various  clauses  which  are  worded  as  if  designed  solely  for 
the  cognizance  of  that  particular  court,  until,  in  the  twenty- 
eighth  section,  the  same  power  and  authority  are  given  to  the 
general  courts  and  tbe  several  county  courts,  within  their  re- 
spective jurisdictions,  with  the  exception  carefully  made  of 
Baltimore  county  court,  whose  criminal  jurisdiction  was  en- 
tirely taken  away,  and  vested  in  the  newly  erected  tribunal. 
Thus  the  justices  of  the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  were  not 
only  vested  with  full  and  ample  jurisdiction  of  all  crimes  com- 
mitted in  the  city  of  Baliiniorey  but  their  authority  was,  by 
this  act,  made  a  sort  of  standard  by  which  to  measure  the  ex- 
tent of  the  criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  other  courts  of  the 
State. 

There  are  other  acts  of  Assembly  relating  to  this  court,  but 
they  produce  no  change  in  its  character  or  JAirisdiction,  so  far 
as  the  question  now  before  us  is  concerned.  It  so  continued  at 
the  time  of  the  amendment  of  the  constitution  reoi^anising  the 
judicial  system,  and  for  some  years  after,  until,  in  1816,  it  was 
superseded  by  the  present  city  court. 

Thus  it  will  appear,  that  when,  by  the  confirmatory  act  of 
1806,  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1804  became  part  of  the 
constitution^  and  the  present  county  courts  were  substituted  for 
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the  general  court,  which  was  thereby  abolished,  the  criminal 
jurisdiction  of  (he  Stale  was  exercised  by  the  judges  of  the 
county  courts,  except,  only,  within  the  limits  of  the  city  of 
Baftimore,  where  it  was  completely  abolished,  and  in  regard  to 
all  crimes  vested  in  the  justices  of  the  court  of  oyer  and  termi- 
ner. The  new  organisation  effected  by  the  act  of  1805,  made 
it  necessary  to  provide,  in  detail,  for  the  administration  of  the 
new  system,  and  at  the  same  session,  ch.  65,  this  duty  was  per- 
formed with  precise  minuteness,  both  in  respect  to  criminal  and 
civil  cases.  The  twenty-fifth  section  of  that  act  recognised  the 
court  of  oyer  and  terminer,  and  disclaimed  any  purpose  to  alter 
or  change  its  powers  and  jurisdiction,  or  to  give  criminal  juris- 
diction to  Baltimore  county  court.  The  forty-ninth  section, 
which  speaks  of  the  removal  by  an  accused  party,  requires  the 
suggestion  to  be  made  <Mn  the  couri  where  (he  indictment  is 
found,"  and  ^Mhe  said  caurt^^  is  to  direct  the  removal;  and 
yet,  elsewhere,  the  count]/  court  is  described  by  its  appropriate 
title  in  every  instance  in  which  the  county  court  alone,  was 
exclusively  the  object  of  the  provision. 

It  would  thus  appear,  that  at  the  very  session  when  the  pre- 
sent judicial  system  for  the  State  was  adopted,  those  by  whom 
it  was  introduced,  regarded  and  treated  the  court  of  oyer  and 
terminer  as  possessed,  in  respect  to  criminal  jurisdiction  within 
the  city  of  Baltimore  y  of  all  the  general  powers  and  authority 
which  the  several  county  courts  possessed  within  their  respec- 
tive territorial  jurisdictions.  Such  has  been  (he  opinion,  we 
believe,  uniformly  ac(ed  upon  from  the  time  of  its  first  existence, 
now  more  than  half  a  century,  and  it  is  not,  and  cannot  be 
doubted,  that  the  present  city  court  has  all  the  jurisdiction  which 
the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  previously  possessed. 

It  has  been  always  held,  that  the  county  courts  in  this  State, 
being  the  only  courts  of  record  with  original  common  law  juris- 
diction, can  rightfully  exercise  all  the  powers  exercised  in  Eng- 
landy  by  (he  court  of  King's  bench,  so  far  as  these  powers  are 
derived  from  rules  and  principles  of  the  common  law,  and  so 
far  as  the  same  are  suited  to  (he  change  in  our  political  insti- 
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tutions,  and  are  not  modified  by  our  conslitutional  or  statutory 
enactments. 

That  the  court  of  King's  bench  has  rightfully  exercised  this 
power  of  removal  as  an  acknowledged,  if  not  an  essential  part 
of  its  ordinary  common  law  jurisdiction,  both  in  respect  to 
criminal  and  civil  cases,  does  not  seem  to  have  been  doubted 
in  any  of  the  cases  in  which  its  exercise  is  repoited  to  us,  of 
which  several  may  be  found  referred  to  in  1*^  Chitty^s  Oi\ 
LaWy  201.  It  is  there  said,  that  ^^at  common  law,  the  court 
^as  the  power  of  directing  the  trial  to  take  place  in  the  next 
adjoining  county,  when  justice  requires  it."  Why  not  exer- 
cise this  power  as  well  as  certiorari  or  other  common  law  pro- 
cess, which  is  of  daily  occurrence?  During  the  existence  of 
the  general  court^  the  process  of  ceriiorari  answered  every  ne- 
cessary purpose,  and  was,  in  consequence,  the  familiar  practice; 
but  when  that  court  was  abolished,  and  it  was  considered,  as 
doubtless  it  must  have  been,  that  the  courts  being  of  co-ordinate 
grade,  and  each  equally  supreme  within  its  territorial  limits^ 
some  mode  was  proper  to  be  adopted  as  a  substitute  for  the 
certiorari  or  other  common  law  process,  to  continue  the  enjoy- 
ment of  this  privilege.  That  it  was  not  the  intention  of  those 
who  amended  the  constitution,  to  destroy  this  right,  is  not  a 
debateable  question.  They  not  only  express  a  contrary  design, 
but  they  make  the  privilege,  for  the  first  time,  an  object  of  con- 
stitutional security,  leaving  to  the  legislature  no  longer  the 
power  to  deprive  a- party  of  its  exercise,-  but  only  the  power  of 
extending  it,  or  prescribing  the  7no(ie  of  its  exercise. 

The  argument  of  the  appellant's  counsel  can  only  be  sus- 
tained upon  the  hypothesis  that,  by  this  attempt  to  place  this 
highly  prized  privilege  upon  a  more  sure  and  certain  founda- 
tion, the  authors  of  the  amended  constitution  have  singled  out 
the  citizens  of  a  certain  district  of  the  State,  to  whom  they  have 
denied  this  privilege  of  a  fair  and  impartial  jury,  which  they 
have  not  hesitated  to  say.  should  be  secured  to  ail  others,  by  an 
immutable  law.  The  case  now  before  us  is,  to  be  sure,  the 
case  of  the  Slate,  but  it  must  be  remembered,  that  the  same 
considerations  must  govern,  and  the  same  result  be  obtained,  in 
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regard  to  the  State  and  the  party.  There  is  no  caQon  of  ia- 
terpretation  which  can  be  applied  to  the  one,  which  will  not 
apply  with  equal  force  to  the  other.  The  apparent  inconsis- 
tency of  attributing  to  the  amendment  of  1805,  a  purpose  di- 
rectly at  variance  with  its  avowed  object,  has  led  the  courts  of 
the  State  to  adopt  what  we  suppose  a  just  interpretation  of  the 
law.  The  practice  of  sending  criminal  causes  from  the  city 
court,  has  never  ceased.  The  subject  has  been  twice  before 
this  couit,  and  on  each  occasionythe  right  of  removal  has  been 
sustained- 

The  first  case,  of  ^ate  vs.  Dctois,  3H.^J,y  164,  was  during 
the  existence  of  the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer.  The  grounds 
of  that  decision  have  been  powerfully  assailed  in  the  argument. 
How  far  they  are  tenable,  it  is  not  necessary  to  express  an 
opinion.  We  concur  in  the  conclusion,  so  far  as  the  present 
question  is  affected. 

The  case  of  Sitae  vs.  DashieU,  6  H.!f  J.^  268,  was  aHer 
the  establishment  of  the  city  court,  and  the  language  of  the 
court  seems  to  be  only  consistent  with  the  views  we  have  ex- 
pressed. It  is  there  said:  '*  The  constitution  directs  the  re- 
moval to  another  county ^  to  avoid  the  prejudices  which  may 
exist  in  the  county  where  the  presentment  is  found;"  and  *^  the 
act  of  1821  declares,  the  court  shall  not  be  bound  to  remove  it 
to  a/io/Aer  county."  Now  it  is  clear,  if  the  constitution  had 
no  reference  to  criminal  cases  in  the  city  court,  the  act  of  1821 
could  not  be  affected  by  its  prohibition.  As  before  said,  the 
legislature  had  power  to  add  to,  or  take  from  its  jurisdictioDy 
in  this  respect,  as  much  as  in*  any  other^  and  this  limitation,  if 
to  be  found  in  the  amendment*  could  only  be  in  consequence 
of  its  being  included  within^  the  spirit  of  the  particular  clfttise,' 
relating  to  removals. 

The  legislative  department  of  the  government  have  also  given* 
this  exposition  in  various  enactments.  The  act  of  1805,  ch. 
65,  passed  at  the  same  session^  seems  to  assume  it.  The  act 
of  1809,  ch.  138,  clearly  indicates  it.  The  act  of  1821,  ch. 
161,  though  declared  unconstitutional  in  another  respect,  di- 
rectly asserts  it.     And  the  act  of  1823>  ch.  67,  and  other  subse- 
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qiient  laws,  make  provision  for  costs  incurred  in  such  removals; 
to  say  nothing  of  the  act  of  1840,  ch.  211,  passed  solely  for 
the  purpose  of  prescribing  the  terms  on  which  it  is  to  be  exer- 
cised. Wilh  such  a  mass  of  authority  so  long  and  so  unifoimly 
acquiesced  in,  for  very  nearly  half  a  century,  we  cannot  now 
feel  justified  in  opposing  the  first  instance  of  resistance. 

But  it  is  urged,  that  the  authority  to  remove,  if  possessed  by 
the  city  court,  was  not  executed  in  proper  time.  This  brings 
into  review  the  second  branch  of  this  objection,  to  wit:  that  the 
application  for  removal  was  too  late  after.a  part  of  the  petit  jury 
was  sworn. 

As  before  remarked,  the  object  of  the  removal  is  to  secure  a 
fair  and  impartial  'Mrial."  If  the  cause  is  to  be  removed  for 
trialf  it  must  be  removed  before  the  trial,  or  any  part  of  the 
trial  is  had  in  the  court  ordering  the  removal.  The  trial,  and 
all  the  trial,  must  be  had  in  the  court  to  which  the  cause  is 
transmitted.  It  is  manifest,  therefore,  that  the  solution  of  the 
question  depends  upon  what  is  to  be  considered  the  trial — the 
commencement  of  the  trial.  Of  course  it  is  not  intended  to 
have  reference  here  to  the  case  of  a  new  trial  granted  after  ver- 
dict, or  the  case  in  which  a  jury  having  had  the  testimony  sub- 
mitted to  them,  have  been  discharged  by  the  court,  in  conse- 
quence either  of  their  inability,  after  a  long  time,  to  agree  upon 
a  verdict,  or  of  the  illness  of  any  member,  or  of  any  other 
cause  which  will  justify  the  court  in  discharging  the  jury.  In 
these  cases,  as  it  is  necessary  to  try  the  case  de  7iovo,  the  second 
trial  is  as  mudi  a  trial,  then,  within  the  contemplation  of  law, 
as  the  first  was,  before  the  party  was  put  to  the  bar. 

Tlie  question  here  is,  had  this  trial  commenced  when  the 
motion  to  remove  was  preferred  by  the  attorney  general?  My 
brethren  all  concur  in  the  opinion,  that  the  trial  could  only  be 
said  to  commence,  within  the  contemplation  of  the  law  regu- 
lating removals,  when  the  panel  of  twelve  jurors'  was  com- 
pleted, by  being  duly  sworn. 

la  this  opinion  I  cannot  unite.  According  to  my  view,  the 
trial  commenced  when  the  jury  was  called,  and  the  prisoner 
put  to  his  challenge.  The  respect  due  to  my  brothers,  must 
40        V.8 
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restrain  me  from  offering  au  argument,  or  giving  authorities  to 
sustain  my  own  view,  and  delicacy  must  prevent  any  attempt 
to  assign  the  grounds  of  the  opinion  which  they  have  autho- 
rised me  to  express  for  them.  This  branch  of  the  objection  is, 
therefore,  also  overruled. 

JUDGMENT    AFFIRMED. 


Perry  Spencer  vs.  Negro  Dennis. — Decefnbery  1849. 

The  case  of  The  State  vs,  Doruy^  ExcW  of  Wvrthingiony  6  GtU,  388,  explained 
and  approved. 

The  bequest  of  freedom  to  a  slave  is  a  legacy  equal  to  the  amount  of  his 
appraised  value. 

The  design  of  the  acts  authorising  manumission  of  slaves,  was  not  to  foster 
emancipation!  and  thereby,  as  far  as  practicable,  to  put  an  end  to  slavery, 
but  it  was  to  enlarge  the  powers  and  privileges  of  masters,  and  to  give 
them  an  authority  to  dispose  of  their  slaves  in  a  way  which,  otherwi8e« 
they  did  not  possess. 

There  has  been  no  material  change  in  the  views  of  the  legislature  upon 
the  subject  of  slavery,  since  the  acts  of  1715,  ch.  44,  and  1752,  ch.  1, 
except  as  to  the  power  of  testamentary  manumission. 

A  testator,  by  his  will,  devised  '*that  all  his  neg^es  be  free  at  the  age  of 
thirty-eight  years,  provided  they  leave  the  State  within  thirty  days  after 
they  attain  said  age,"  **  and  should  they  return  to  reside  in  the  State,  my 
will  is,  then,  that  they  shall  be  slaves  to  my  heirs.**    Held: 

That  the  conditions  attached  to  this  bequest  of  freedom,  are  conditions  sub- 
sequent, and,  being  subsequent,  are  wholly  unauthorised  by  the  act  of 
Assembly,  and,  therefore,  void. 

Testamentary  manumission  only  exists  in  this  State,  by  virtue  of  the  Idth 
section  of  the  act  of  1796,  ch.  67,  and  can  only  be  exercised  in  pursuance 
of  the  authority  thereby  given. 

Under  this  act  a  testator  may  prescribe  the  period  when  manumission  shall 
4x>mmence,  but  he  has  no  power  to  put  an  end  to  a  state  of  freedom,  and 
restore  the  condition  of  slavery. 

Freedom  having  once  vested,  by  no  compact  between  the  master  and  liber- 
ated slave,  nor  by  any  condition  subsequent,  attached  to  the  gift  of  free- 
dom, can  a  state  of  slavery  be  reproduced.  Nothing  short  of  legislative 
power,  duly  exercised,  can  produce  such  a  result. 
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Appeal  from  Bcdtinwre  couDty  court. 

The  appellee  filed  his  petiiion  for  freedom  on  the  3rd  of  Sep- 
tember^ 1849.  The  case  was  submitted  to  the  court  below  oa 
the  following  agreement  of  facts : 

That  the  petitioner  was  the  slave,  for  life,  of  Samuel  Bro- 
hawriy  of  Dorchester  county,  who,  by  his  will,  executed  on 
the  19lh  of  August,  1831,  among  others,  made  this  devise: — 
^'Item, — My  will  and  desire  is,  that  all  my  negroes  be  free  at 
the  age  of  thirty-eight  years,  provided  they  leave  the  Slate  of 
Maryland^  and  do  not  return  therein  to  reside,  in  the  course  of 
thirty  days  after  they  arrive  to  the  age  of  thirty-eight  years; 
and  should  they  return  to  reside  in  the  State  of  Marylandy  my 
will  is,  then,  that  they  shall  be  slaves  to  my  heirs."  That  pe- 
titioner was  one  of  the  slaves  referred  to  in  said  will,  and  at- 
tained the  age  of  thirty-eight  years  on  the  19th  of  December, 
1845,  and  received  a  certificate  from  the  register  of  wills  of 
Dorchester  county,  certifying  to  the  fact  of  his  freedom  under 
said  clause,  which  is  recited  therein.  That  in  the  division  of 
the  estate  of  said  Brohawiiy  the  petitioner  was  allotted  to  his 
widow,  now  the  wife  of  the  appellant.  That  after  he  attained 
his  age  of  thirty-eight  years,  petitioner  was  permitted  to  go  at 
large,  and  act  as  a  freeman,  until  taken  by  appellant,  on  the 
Ist  of  August,  1849.  Thpt  the  appellant,  some  time  in  Fe- 
bruary, or  the  1st  of  March  last,  sent  for  petitioner,  and  notified 
him,  if  he  did  not  give  security,  or  leave  the  State,  he  (appel- 
lant,) would  sell  him,  as  he  had  stayed  longer  than  the  will 
allowed.  That  if  he  would  leave  the  State,  he  would  let  him 
go  free.  That  petitioner  made  no  answer  to  this  notice.  That 
he  has  never  left  the  State,  and  never  offered  to  leave  it. 

The  court  gave  judgment  that  petitioner  was  entitled  to  his 
freedom,  from  which  defendant  appeals  to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dobsey,  C.  i,<,  Spence, 
Martin,  and  Frick,  J. 


By  Pratt,  for  the  appellant,  and 
By  C.  J.  M.  GwiNN,  for  the  appellee* 
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Dorset,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

It  is  insisted,  by  the  appellant,  that  the  case  now  before  us, 
is  settled  against  the  appellee  by  the  decision  of  this  court  in  the 
case  of  The  State  vs.  DorseyjEx,  of  Worthington,  6Gilly  388. 
Whether  it  be  so,  or  not,  we  shall  "presently  have  occasion  to 
examine.  Some  doubt  having  been  insinuated  in  the  argu- 
ment which  has  just  terminated,  as  to  the  correctness  of  (he 
principle  adjudicated  in  that  case,  it  may  not  be  out  of  place, 
at  this  time,  to  state  the  grounds  of  the  court's  opinion  some- 
what more  at  large  than  was  deemed  necessary  when  the  de- 
cision of  that  case  took  place*  That  the  legislature  of  Mary- 
land possess  the  power  of  prohibiting  testamentary  manumission 
altogether,  no  lawyer  would  have  the  hardihood  to  deny.  It 
did  so  prohibit  it  in  1752,  and  such  prohibition  continued  for 
about  forty  years.  It  then  restored  the  power,  not  in  further- 
ance of  any  Slate  object  to  be  promoted  by  emancipation,  but 
as  restoring  a  privilege,  merely,  which  for  forty  years  had  been 
withheld  from  slaveholders.  It  is  equally  undeniable,  that  the 
legislature,  having  the  authority  to  depiive  slaveholders  of  all 
power  to  make  testamentary  bequests  of  (heir  negroes,  may 
grant  to  them  the  right  to  do  so,  upon  such  terms  and  condi' 
tions  as,  in  its  justice  and  wisdom^  it  may  see  fit  to  prescribe. 
And  it  is  equally  within  the  scope  of  the  legislative  power, 
whether  such  terms,  conditions  or  burdens  are  imposed  upon 
the  testator,  the  manumitted  slaves,  or  the  persons  to  whom  they 
are  bequeathed.  In  either  aspect,  the  burdens  and  conditions 
are  alike  obligatory. 

It  is  a  matter  of  history,  and  of  judicial  cognizance,  that^ 
previously  to  Worthington^s  death,  with  a  view  to  promote  the 
general  welfare,  the  State  had  incurred  an  enormous  public 
debt,  which^  upon  every  principle  of  law  and  honor,  it  was 
bound  to  pay.  That,  to  make  this  payment,  all  the  property 
of  the  people  of  the  State  was  bound  to  contribute,  under  legis- 
lative enactments,  its  just  proportion  of  the  amount  to  be  paid; 
and  that,  had  the  legislature  deemed  it  expedient  to  do  so^ 
it  might  have  enacted,  that  no  property  holder  should,  by  last 
will  and  testament,  make  such  a  disposition  of  his  slave,  or 
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Other  property,  as  would  exempt  it  from  its  contribution  of  its 
just  proportion  of  the  public  burthens.  It  follows,  then,  from 
these  undeniable  positions,  that  the  legislature  of  Maryland 
bad  the  power  to  pass  a  law  imposing  the  tax  to  which  the 
Court  of  Appeals  have  decided,  that  slaves,  manumitted  by  a 
testator,  were  subjected.  Of  the  morality  and  expediency  of 
such  tax,  the  legislature  was  the  exclusive  judge. 

But  is  there,  in  point  of  fact,  any  injustice  or  hardship  in 
this  tax?  or,  have  manumilted  slaves  any  right  to  complain  of 
it?    We  think  not.     When  the  immense  debt  with  which 
Maryland  has  been  burthened  was  created,  it  was  doubtlessly, 
and  correctly  too,  believed,  that  the  objects  accomplished  by 
it,  would  operate  as  beneficially  to  labor  as  to  property — to  the 
laboring  portion  of  the  community,  as  to  property  holders — and 
proportionate  benefits  were  anticipated  to  result  to  all.     At  the 
time  this  debt  was  created,  we  must  assume  that  the  legislature 
looked  to  the  assessment  lists  of  the  State,  and  saw  what  pro- 
perty there  was  on  which  it  could  impose  taxes,  in  the  event 
of  its  being  called  on  for  the  payment  of  the  State  debt.     For 
the  payment  of  its  just  proportion  of  this  debt,  every  species  of 
property  in  the  State  was  equally  liable,  and  ought  to  be  made 
contributory  in  the  way  of  taxation.    A  very  large  item   in 
these  assessment  lists,  was  a  valuation  of  slaves.     If,  then,  the 
legislature,  apprehending  that  the  owners  were  about  to  remove 
their  slaves  without  the  confines  of  Maryland — beyond  the 
reach  of  taxation — and,  thereby,  avoid  all  just  contribution  to 
the  payment  of  the  public  debt,  would  it  not  have  been  justi- 
fied; nay,  was  it  not  its  imperative  duty,  as  the  guardian  of  the 
rights  and  interest's  of  other  property  owners,  to  prohibit  the 
removal  of  such  slaves  from  the  State,  until  they  had  paid  into 
the  treasury  the  two  and  a  half  per  cent,  of  their  value?  that 
is,  their  just  proportion  of  the  public  debt?  That  it  would  have 
been  a  legitimate  exercise  of  power  and  duty,  cannot  be  denied. 
Is  it  not,  then,  equally  clear,  as  an  act  of  power  and  duty,  that 
the  legislature,  if  foreseeing,  as  it  must  have  done,  that  a  great 
number  of  slaves,  which  ought,  in  justice,  to  be  charged  with 
the  payment  of  their  proportion  of  the  public  debt^  were  about 
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to  be  manumitted  by  their  mastei's,  and  thus  evade  the  just 
demands  of  the  State,  ought  either  to  prohibit  manumission 
altogether,  or  to  sanction  it  only  upon  their  payment  of  their 
quota  of  the  public  debt;  that  is.  the  two  and  a  half  per  cent, 
upon  their  assessed  values?  The  unmanumitted  slaves  remain 
as  such,  and  are  made  to  contribute  ratably  to  the  extinguish- 
ment of  the  public  burdens.  But  it  may  be  said,  that  the 
legislature  has  imposed  no  such  tax  upon  manumission.  It  is 
true,  €0  nomine  J  it  has  not  done  so;  yet,  giving  to  its  acts  for 
raising  revenue  that  liberal  construction  which  such  acts  should 
ever  receive,  we  think  it  has  fully  provided  the  appropriate 
remedy  for  such  a  case.  It  has  imposed  a  tax  of  two  and  a 
half  per  cent,  on  legacies,  and  we  regard  the  bequest  of  free- 
dom to  a  slave^  as  a  legacy  equal  to  the  amount  of  his  ap- 
praised value.  If  such  a  bequest  be  not  a  legacy,  what  is  it? 
It  would  puzzle  the  most  astute  and  learned  lawyer  to  find  any 
other  head,  in  a  legal  nomenclature,  under  which  it  could  be 
classed.  It  was  declared  to  be  a  legacy  by  Chancellor  Bland j 
in  Hammond  vs.  Hammond,  2  Bland,  314.  "  That  every 
devise  and  every  bequest,  including  the  emancipation  of  slaves, 
for  the  gift  of  freedom  to  a  slave,  is  a  most  precious,  specific 
legacy,  are  specific  legacies."  That  distinguished  jurist,  the 
late  William  Pinknei/,  in  his  celebrated  speech  before  the 
General  Assembly  of  Maryland^  in  3789,  in  favor  of  testa- 
mentary emancipation,  spoke  of  manumission  as  a  ^^ specific 
legacy.**  And  this  court  have  so  treated  it  in  the  case  of  SCe- 
p/ien  Cornish  vs.  Jacob  Wilson,  6  Gill,  299. 

Of  what  special  injustice  or  hardships  had  the  manumitted 
slavery  in  the  case  of  The  Slate  vs.  Dorsey,  ExcW  of  Worth- 
ington,  a  right  to  complain?  They  had  accepted  of  a  bequest, 
charged  with  a  small  and  reasonable  incumbrance,  which  ought 
to  be  discharged,  and  they  are  amply  reimbursed  for  its  impo- 
sition, by  the  increased  value  of  their  labor  resulting  from  the 
incumbrance. 

The  acts  of  Assembly  of  Maryland,  authorising  the  manu- 
mission of  slaves,  were  not  passed  in  consequence  of  any  legis- 
lative hostility  to  slavery,  or  in  gratification  of  any  general  wish 
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or  policy  to  diminish  or  destroy  it;  or  to  confer  benefits  upon 
slaves,  and  promote  their  comforts  and  happiness;  because 
all  observation  and  experience,  in  Marylaiidj  had  demon- 
strated; that  the  reverse  would  be  the  result;  that  slaves^  for 
the  most  part,  were  far  better  fed  and  clothed;  more  contented 
and  happy;  and  in  point  of  sobriety,  virtue  and  moral  charac- 
ter^  far  above  the  free  coloured  population  of  the  State.  But 
the  design  of  these  enactments  was  to  gratify  the  masters  of 
slaves,  to  enlarge  their  privileges,  and  to  give  them  an  authority 
to  dispose  of  their  slaves,  in  a  way  which  otherwise  they  did 
not  possess.  If  the  policy  of  our  legislature  had  been  to  foster 
emancipation,  and  to  put  an  end,  as  far  as  practicable,  to  the 
continuance  of  slavery,  by  the  encouragement  of  manumission, 
instead  of  restricting  the  means  of  accomplishing  it,  by  render- 
ing all  deeds  for  that  purpose  void  and  inoperative,  unless  signed 
in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses,  acknowledged  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace  of  the  county,  of  his,  (the  master's,)  residence, 
and  recorded  within  six  months  thereafter,  it  would  rather  have 
adopted  the  policy  of  the  law  of  England  in  regard  to  villeins, 
which  makes  any  act  of  the  Lord,  that  can  be  construed  into 
an  intention,  to  treat  the  villein  as  a  freeman,  as  ^^nn  implied 
manumission."  By  the  23rd  sec.  of  the  act  of  1715,  ch,  44, 
it  was  enacted:  ^^That  all  negroes,  and  other  slaves,  already 
imported,  or  hereafter  to  be  imported,  into  this  province,  and 
all  children  now  born,  or  hereafter  to  be  born,  of  such  negroes 
and  slaves,  shall  be  slaves  during  their  natural  lives,"  The 
3rd  sec.  of  the  act  of  1752,  ch.  1,  enacts:  ^^That  it  shall  not 
be  lawful  for  any  person  or  persons  within  this  province,  by 
any  verbal  order,  or  by  his,  her,  or  their  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, or  by  any  other  instrument  of  writing,  in  his,  her  or 
their  last  illness,  whereof  he,  she  or  they  shall  die,  to  give  or 
grant  freedom  to  any  slave  or  slaves;  and  if  any  person  or  per- 
sons, after  the  time  aforesaid,  shall,  by  any  verbal  order,  or  by 
his,  her  or  their  last  will  and  testament,  or  by  any  other  writing 
or  instrument,  in  his,  her  or  their  last  sickness,  whereof  he, 
she  or  they  shall  die,  give  freedom  to  any  slave  or  slaves^  such 
order,  will,  or  other  instrument,  shall  be  void  and  of  no  eflfect. 
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SO  far  as  relates  to  such  freedom  or  manumission."  These 
enactments  show,  too  clearly  to  admit  of  any  doubt,  what 
were  the  general  designs  of  the  legislature  in  relation  to  slavery, 
at  the  lime  those  acts  of  Assembly  were  passed.  And,  except 
as  to  the  power  of  testamentary  manumission,  subsequent  legis- 
lation has  shewn  no  very  material  change  in  the  views  of  the 
legislature  upon  the  subject  of  slavery. 

But  what  part  of  the  court's  decision  is  it,  that,  in  the  case  of 
The  State  vs.  Dorsey,  ExcW  of  Worthingtoriy  it  is  thought, 
is  decisive  of  the  question  now  before  us?  It  is  that  which 
states,  "that  the  manumission  or  bequest  of  freedom  to  a  slave, 
by  last  will  and  testament,  confers  on  such  slave  the  identical 
rights,  interests  and  benefits  which  would  pass,  if  the  testator 
bad  bequeathed  the  same  slave  to  another  person."  The  in- 
ference attempted  to  be  drawn  from  this  expression  of  the  court, 
is  manifestly  not  warranted  by  what  the  court  have  said,  or 
designed  to  say.  It  was  speaking  in  reference  to  the  bequest 
in  the  will  before  it,  and  was,  as  its  language  imports,  alluding 
only  to  a  general  bequest  of  freedom;  not  to  a  bequest  qualified 
by  conditions,  either  precedent  or  subsequent.  To  such  a  case 
it  did  not,  and  had  no  design  to  make  the  slightest  allusion. 

It  is  also  said,  that,  as  the  court  has  declared,  that  "the 
manumission  or  bequest  of  freedom  to  a  slave,  by  last  will  and 
testament,  confers  on  such  slave  the  identical  rights,  interests 
and  benefits  which  would  pass,  if  the  testator  had  bequeathed 
the  same  slave  to  another  person,"  the  rights  and  benefits  con- 
ferred on  the  slaves  ever  afterwards  continue  his  separate  pro- 
perty, and  as  much  subject  to  taxation,  or  to  any  proceedings 
against  the  manumitted  slave,  as  such  slave  would  be  liable  to, 
had  he  been  bequeathed  to  a  new  master.  In  such  an  ai^u- 
ment,  th^re  is  more  of  subtlety  than  of  solidity;  it  pushes  the 
argvmentum  ad  abstirdum  qmie  beyond  its  legitimate  limits. 
It  might,  almost  with  as  much  propriety,  be  insisted,  that  if  the 
slave  had  been  bequeathed  to  a  new  master  and  died,  that  such 
master  should  ever  afterwards  pay  taxes  in  respect  to  such  slave, 
because  he  was  once  the  owner.  All  the  rights  of  property  and 
interest  in  the  slave  passed  to  the  freeman,  created  by  the  be- 
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quest,  and,  by  operation  of  law,  were  merged  in  him^  and,  as 
property,  neither  in  fiction  or  fact,  had  afterwards  any  existence. 

The  conditions  attached  to  the  bequest  of  freedom  in  the  will, 
under  consideration,  are  manifestly  conditions  subsequent^  and 
being  subsequent,  they  are  wholly  unauthorised  by  the  act  of 
Assembly,  and  are  therefore  void.  The  power  of  testamentary 
manumission  only  exists  in  Maryland^  in  virtue  of  the  13th 
section  of  the  act  of  1796,  ch.  67,  and  it  can  only  be  exercised 
in  pursuance  of  the  authority  thereby  given.  A  testator,  under 
this  enactment,  is  explicitly  empowered  to  limit  or  prescribe 
the  period  at  which  manumission  shall  commence  or  take 
effect,  but  there  his  power  ceases.  Freedom  having  once 
commenced,  the  act  of  Assembly  confers  no  power  to  the  tes- 
tator, and  he  possesses  none  without  it,  to  put  an  end  to  a  state 
of  freedom,  and  restore  the  condition  of  slavery.  ''Once  free 
and  always  free,"  is  the  maxim  of  Maryland  law  upon  the 
subject.  Freedom  having  once  vested,  by  no  compact  be- 
tween the  master  and  liberated  slave,  nor  by  any  condition 
subsequent,  attached  by  the  master  to  the  gift  of  freedom,  can 
a  state  of  slavery  be  reproduced.  Nothing  shoit  of  legislative 
power^  duly  exercised,  can  produce  such  a  result;  can  convert 
a  freeman  into  a  slave. 

By  terms  the  most  unequivocal  Jn  the  will  before  us,  the 
petitioner  was  to  "be  free  at  the  age  of  thirty-eight  years." 
That  such  was  the  intention  of  the  testator,  is  demonstrated  by 
the  conditions  attached  to  the  bequest,  as  the  performance  of 
the  conditions  could  not  be  legitimately  afiected,  but  by  the 
assumption  of  the  previous  freedom  of  the  petitioner. 

JUDGMENT   AFFIRMED. 

41         v.8 
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Negro  Andrew  Franklin  vs.   Freeborn  G.  Waters, 
Exc'r  of  Charles  Waters. — December^  1849. 

A  negro  slave  was  manumitted,  by  deed,  on  the  Ist  of  January,  1640,  but 
was  held  in  servitude,  by  his  master,  until  the  13th  of  May,  1846.  Held: 
that  he  could  not  maintain  an  action  against  his  master,  to  recover  the 
value  of  his  services  for  the  time  he  was  so  held  to  service. 

The  case  of  Queen  vs.  MUon,  3  H.  Sc  McH.,  439,  explained  and  approved. 

In  this  State,  where  we  have  a  separate  chancery  jurisdiction,  the  ques- 
tion of  fraud,  as  a  means  of  preventing  the  cfiect  and  operation  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  must  be  referred  to  chancery,  and  cannot  be  relied 
on,  by  way  of  replication  to  the  plea  of  the  statute,  in  a  court  of  law. 

Appeal  from  Baltimore  county  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit ,  instituted,  on  the  2nd  of 
September,  1846,  by  the  appellant,  a  negro,  against  the  appel- 
lee, to  recover  the  value  of  his  services  during  the  time  he  was 
held  in  service  by  the  appellee's  testator,  from  the  Ist  of  Janu- 
ary, 1845,  until  Ist  of  May,  1846. 

The  declaration  contains  the  general  indebitatus  assumpsit 
and  money  counts,  also  a  count  upon  an  account  stated.  The 
defendant  pleaded,  1st,  non  assumpsit^  2nd,  uon  assumpsit  in- 
fra tres  annos,  and  3rd,  actio  non  accrevit  infra  tres  annos. 

The  plaintiff  took  issue  upon  the  first  plea,  and  traversed  so 
much  of  the  second  ViS  relates  to  the  sum  of  $400,  due  for  the 
services  of  the  plaintiff,  performed  within  three  years  next  be- 
fore the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  as  to  the  residue  of 
said  plea,  by  way  of  replication,  alleged,  '^  that  for  a  long  pe- 
riod of  time  before  the  institution  of  this  suit,  until  within  three 
years  thereof,  the  plaintiff  was  illegally  imprisoned  and  held  in 
duress  by  the  defendant's  testator,  and  was  never,  until  within 
three  years  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  at  large  and 
free  from  such  duress  and  imprisonment,  and  this  he  is  ready 
to  verify,"  &c. 

The  plaintiff  also  traversed  so  much  of  the  third  plea  as  re- 
lated to  the  value  of  his  services  within  three  years  next  before 
institution  of  the  suit,  and  as  to  the  residue,  by  way  of  repli- 
cation, alleged,  ^^that  the  plaintiff  was,  on  the  9th  of  June, 
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181 2y  a  slave  for  life  to  said  Charles  Waters y  who  then  exe- 
cuted a  deed  of  manumission,  which  was  recorded  according  to 
laW;  and  which  released  the  plaintiff  from  slavery  from  and 
after  the  Isi  of  January,  1840,  by  force  of  which  the  plaintiff 
became  entitled  to  his  freedom  from  and  after  said  last  men- 
tioned day;  yet  the  said  TFa/^r^,  contriving  and  intending  to 
deceive  and  defraud  the  plaintiff  of  the  value  of  liis  services, 
fraudulently  concealed  from  him  the  execution  of  said  deed, 
and  fraudulently  pretended  that  the  plaintiff  was  his  slave  for 
life,  and  actually  continued  to  hold  the  plaintiff  as  his  slave, 
from  and  after  said  Isl  of  January,  1840,until  the  12lhof  May^ 
1846.  By  reason  of  which  said  fraudulent  contrivance,  con- 
cealment, actings  and  doings  of  the  said  Waters,  the  said  plain- 
tiff was  kept  in  ignorance  of  his  said  several  causes  of  action 
from  the  time  they  accrued,  until  within  three  yeai-s  next  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify," 
&c. 

The  defendant  rejoined,  and  took  issue  upon  the  traverses 
tendered  in  the  replication,  and  traversed  the  residue  thereof, 
and,  upon  the  traverses  tendered  by  the  rejoinder  the  plaintiff 
took  issue. 

At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  a  deed  of  manu- 
mission executed  by  the  defendant's  testator,  on  the  9ih  of  June , 
1812,  by  which,  said  testator '^manumitted  and  set  free  my 
n^o  boy,  Andrew,  from  and  after  the  1st  day  of  January, 
1840,"  and  then  offered  evidence,  by  competent  witnesses, 
tending  to  prove  that  he  was  the  same  person  named  in  said 
deed  of  manumission,  the  value  of  bis  services,  and  that  he 
was  detained  in  slavery  by  said  testator  up  to  the  time  of  the 
latter's  death,  on  the  12th  of  May,  1846,  and  was  kept  in  igno- 
rance of  said  deed  of  manumission,  and  of  his  right  to  freedom, 
until  he  was  discharged  by  the  defendant,  as  executor  as  afore- 
said, on  the  2nd  of  September,  1S46. 

The  defendant,  then,  in  order  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  the  person  ntimed  Andrew  in  the  deed  of  manumission, 
offered  in  evidence  the  will  of  his  testator,  executed  on  the  2nd 
of  April,  1846,  in  which  the  testator  bequeaths  a  legacy  of 
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$100  to  his  ^^  negro  maa  AndreWy^^  and  a  receipt  to  defendant^ 
as  executor,  for  this  legacy,  executed  by  the  plaintifT  on  the 
11th  of  December,  1846. 

The  plainttfT  then  prayed  the  court  to  direct  the  jury: 

1st.  That  if  they  find  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  person  named 
Andrew  in  the  deed  of  manumission  of  the  9th  June,  1812, 
and  that  he  was  retained  in  the  service  of  defendant's  testator 
in  the  manner  stated  in  his  evidence,  then  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  recover  so  much  as  the  jury  may  find,  from  the  evi- 
dence, his  services  were  worth  from  the  period  for  which  they 
may  find  he  was  so  retained  by  the  testator,  aAer  the  1st  day  of 
January,  1840. 

2nd.  That  if  they  further  find,  that  the  testator  fraudulently 
concealed  from  the  plaintiff  the  execution  of  said  deed,  and 
that  plaintiff  was  ignorant  thereof,  and  remained  with  the  tes- 
tator, under  the  impression  that  he  was  the  slave  of  the  testator, 
who  claimed  him  as  such  until  his  death,  then  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover,  as  in  1st  prayer. 

The  defendant  then  offered  this  prayer: 

That  if  the  jury  find,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  claimed  by  the  defendant's  testator,  in  his  lifetime,  as  a 
slave,  and  held  and  used  by  him  as  a  slave,  in  his  lifetime,  and 
down  to  the  period  of  his  death,  the  plaintiff  will  not  be  en- 
titled to  recover  in  this  action,  for  his  services  rendered  to  the 
said  defendant's  testator,  whilst  he  was  so  held  in  servitude,  as 
a  slave. 

The  court  (Le  Grand,  J.,)  rejected  the  prayers  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  granted  that  of  the  defendant;  to  the  granting  of  which, 
and  the  refusal  to  grant  his  own,  the  plaintiff  excepted,  and 
the  verdict  and  judgment  being  against  him,  appealed  to  this 
court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorsey,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
Spence,  Martin,  and  Frick,  J. 

Mat  and  Dulaney,  for  the  appellant,  insisted: 

That  the  suit  could  be  maintained,  and  in  support  of  this 


OF  MAKYLAN!).  325 


Negro  Franklin  »».  Waters. —  184D. 


proposition;  cited  the  following  authorities:  2  Greenkaf  on 
Ev.y  sec.  120.  11  Mass.y  34.  3 /oAn.,  201.  15  Pick,,  129, 
Guild  vs.  Guild,  6G.^-J.,58.  II  G.^  J,,  256.  3  Gill, 
239,  McKee  vs.  Baden.  1  Har.  ^  John.,  344,  Jennings  vs. 
Hiffgins.  3  M.  ^  Set.,  191,  Foster  vs.  Stewart.  12  John., 
188,  Cook  vs.  Husted.  3  Yeates,  250,  Negro  Peter  vs. 
Steel.  2  Gilmany  1,  Jarrott  vs.  Jarrott.  2  Scammony  232, 
Kinney  vs.  Cook.    I  Bibb,  224,  Thompson  vs.  WUmot. 

They  also  insisted,  on  the  2nd  point,  that  the  appellant  was 
imprisoned,  or  under  duress,  and  that  this  constituted  a  good  de- 
fence to  the  plea  of  limitations.  Act  of  1715,  ch.  23,  sec.  3.  3 
Black.  Com.y  127.  4  Yerger,  299,  Matilda  vs.  Crenshaw. 
Coke  Ldtt.y  sec.  419. 

Fraud  is  a  good  replication  to  the  plea  of  limitations.  4  Bac. 
Ab. ,  476.  8  Cranchy  84,  Richards  vs.  Md.  Ins.  Co .  2  Doug, 
655 y  Bree  vs.  Holbech.  5  Bam.  4*  Cres.y  149,  Granger  vs. 
George.  3  Bligh. ,  2,  WhaUey  vs.  WfiaUey.  A  ngel  on  LAm . , 
188-  2  Greenleaf  on  Ev.y  sec.  448.  3  Greenleaf^s  Rep.y 
405,  Bishop  vs.  Little.  3  Mass.,  201,  Mass.  Turnpike  vs. 
Field.  4  Masony  143,  Sherwood  vs.  Sutton.  9  Pick.y  212, 
Famham  vs.  Brooks.  6  Pick.y  276.  4  Yeates y  109,  Jones 
vs.  Conoway.  1  WattSy  110,  Rush  vs.  Barr.  8  Watts,  12, 
Harrisburg  Bank  vs.  Forster.  2  Haywoody  129,  Sweat  vs. 
Arrington.  2  Mc  Cordy  426,  Harrell  vs.  Kelly.  Hardiuy  258, 
Singleton  vs.  Lewis.  4  Bibby  318,  Duvall  vs.  Stafford.  1 
Danoy  373,  Frankfort  Bank  vs.  Markley.  1  McLean,  96, 
Mitchell  vs.  Thompson.    3  Vermont,  212.     1  Edwards y  343. 

PoE  and  Alexander,  for  the  appellee,  argued: 

That  the  action  could  not  be  maintained,  and  cited:  Co. 
Litt.y 308, 816, 282, 6, 379, ab.  IM.Sr  Sel.^ 394.  8  Bing, 
542.  3  Esp..  3,  Alfred  vs.  Marquis  of  Fitzjames.  3  How. , 
248.  3  Bl.  Com.y  162.  2  G.^J.,  343.  Stockett  vs.  Wat- 
kins.  3  Taunt.,  274.  1  Taunt.y  112.  3M.fr  Sel., 119. 
3H.Sr  McH.y  538,  Queen  vs.  Ashton.  1  H.^J.y  344.  9 
Car.  ^  Pay. ,  87,  Davis  vs.  Davis.  2  Greenleaf  on  Ev. ,  sec. 
108.     IH.Sr  G.y  153.    2  //.  Sr  G.y  103.     1  Saund.y  264. 
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Cowp.,  371.  12  Jo/m.,  188.  li  G.  ^  /.,  367,  AbeU  vs. 
Harns.     6  Wend.,  531.     3  Pen7i.  212. 

The  cases  whether  fraud  can  be  replied,  to  avoid  (he  statute 
of  limitations,  decided  in  this  country,  may  be  divided  into  two 
classes.  1st.  Where  there  is  no  court  of  chancery,  it  may  be 
replied  at  law.  2nd.  Where  there  is  a  court  of  chancery,  it 
cannot  be  so  replied.  In  New  York,  South  Carolina,  North 
Carolina  and  Virginia,  there  are  separate  courts  of  equity,  and 
the  plea  is  not  received.  Louisiana,  Maine,  New  Hampshire, 
and  Pennsylvania,  receive  the  plea.  Kentuclcy  and  Indiana 
are  exceptions  to  the  rule. 

Angel  on  Lint.,  189.  2  Doug,<,  654.  2  Stonfs  Eq.,sec, 
1521.  1  Brown's  C.  C,  445.  3  Peere  Wms.,  143.  2  &h. 
6r  Lef.,  634.  5  John.  Ch.  Rep.,  522.  20  John,,  48,  271, 
277.  17  Wend.,  204.  1  Hill  S.  C.,296.  3  Murphy,  115. 
4  Leigh,  479.     3  6?.^  J.,  160,  390. 

Chambers,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellant,  aware  of  the  unfavorable 
impression  which  has  been  generally  entertained  by  the  pro- 
fession in  Maryland,  in  regard  to  the  right  of  recovery  in  such 
a  case  as  this,  have  combatied  its  propriety  with  a  zeal  and 
ability  which  nothing  but  truth  could  resist. 

It  is  a  mistake,  however,  to  suppose  this  professional  opinion 
the  result  only  of  some  vague  conception,  formed  without 
foundation. 

The  early  case  of  Queen  and  Ashton,  3  H.  ^  McH.,  439, 
has  doubtless  been  the  origin  of  such  an  opinion. 

That  case  was  argued  by  distinguished  counsel  in  the  late 
general  court,  where  the  most  intelligent  members  of  the  bar  ' 
from  all  the  counties  were  assembled,  and  the  principles  on 
which  it  was  argued  and  adjudged,  were,  in  all  probability, 
well  known  at  that  lime  in  every  part  of  the  State.  How  else 
is  it  to  be  accounted  for,  that  such  actions  have  been  unknown 
from  that  period,  although  it  is  scarcely  possible  to  doubt  that 
occasions  for  it  have  frequently  occurred? 

We  have  inspected  the  record  in  that  case,  because  there  is 
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some  obscurity  in  the  report  of  it^  and  we  have  no  doubt  the 
general  court  decided  that  the  action  would  not  lie.  The 
claimant  had  been  turned  out  of  court  by  the  judgment  below, 
from  which  he  appealed.  That  judgment  was  the  result  of  a 
refusal  to  declare  the  law  as  he  claimed  it.  If  the  general 
court  supposed  tlie  law  of  the  case  was  with  the  plainiifT,  it 
was  an  obvious  duty  to  send  the  case  back  on  a  procedendo^ 
with  directions  to  the  court  below  to  instruct  the  jury  accord- 
ingly, which  instruction,  according  to  the  facts  of  the  case, 
must  have  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  a  verdict  and  judgment;  but, 
on  the  contrary,  they  affirmed  the  judgment,  thereby  deciding 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the  verdict  and  judgment, 
and  was  properly  turned,  out  of  court.  The  obscurity  of  the 
case  arises  from  the  expression  of  the  reporters,  ^  ^affirmed  on 
both  exceptions."  an  error  into  which  they  appear  to  have 
been  led  by  looking  to  the  docket,  an  entry  on  which  seems  to 
have  been  made  erroneously  at  firet,  then  altered,  but  not  cor- 
reedy  altered  at  last. 

The  second  exception  could  not  in  fact  have  been  before 
the  general  court.  The  act  of  October,  1778,  ch.  21,  sec.  14, 
authorises  persons  affected  by  an  equal  division  of  the  court, 
to  have  a  bill  of  exceptions;  and  in  4  £f.  ^  /.,  177,  Smith 
and  Gfilmor,  this  court  held,  either  or  both  parties  might  except 
under  that  act,  but  there  is  nothing  in  that  act  to  justify  a  party 
to  complain  in  the  appellate  court  of  an  instruction  to  which 
he  did  not  except  at  the  trial,  nor  to  prosecute  an  appeal  on  an 
exception  taken  by  the  adverse  party,  who  declines  pursuing 
the  appeal  himself.  In  the  case  o(  Queen  and  As/Uony  iho 
plaintiff  did  not  except  to  the  instruction  stated  to  have  been 
given  in  the  second  exception,  and  the  defendant,  by  whom 
the  exception  was  taken,  did  not  prosecute  an  appeal,  so  that 
the  general  court  was  not  called  to  act  at  all  on  that  exception. 

We  cannot  agree  with  the  appellant's  counsel,  that  the  case 
of  Queen  and  Ashtonj  introduces  any  new  principle.  The 
relations  that  exist  between  master  and  slave,  must  necessarily 
modify  those  general  rules  which  govern  the  rights  of  persons. 
This  was  fully  declared  and  acted  upon  in  the  case  of  Alfred 
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VS.  Marquis  o/FKiz/amas,  3  Esp.,3,  decided  by  Lord Kemfon 
fifty  years  ago.  The  plaintiff  in  that  action,  whicli  was  assump- 
sit for  work  and  labor,  was  a  slave,  in  Martinique,  to  the  de- 
fendant's wife  before  her  intermarriage,  and  came  with  her  to 
England y  where  he  continued  to  reside  with  her,  and  after 
her  marriage,  with  the  marquis;  yet  the  court  held,  and  the 
reporter  says,  with  emphasis:  ^^Lord  Kenyan  was  prepared  to 
give  a  decided  opinion,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  re> 
cover,  unless  it  could  be  proved  that  the  marquis  had  expressly 
promised  to  pay  wages,  and  then  only  from  that  time.  And 
the  ground  of  this  decision  was,  that  there  was  no  original  con- 
tract for  wages,  which  must  mean  a  contract,  express  or  to  be 
implied."  Lord  Kenyon  cannot  be  supposed  to  deny,  that  in 
a  proper  state  of  facts,  a  jury  not  only  may,  but  is  bound  to  infer 
a  contract^  a  position  universally  admitted^  and  to  prove  which, 
it  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  the  numerous  cases  cited  at  bar. 
But  it  is  an  equally  sound  principle,  that  no  such  assumpsit  or 
contract  to  pay  can  be  implied,  where  the  facts  show  that  the 
parties  did  not  intend  or  design  the  one  to  pay  or  the  other  to 
receive.  Where,  from  the  fact  that  both  parties  understood , 
no  compensation  was  to  be  made,  or,  from  any  other  circum- 
stances, it  would  be  utterly  inconsistent  with  the  transaction, 
the  law  will  not  imply  a  contract  to  pay.  2  G.  Sf  /.,  341, 
Stockett  and  Watkins,  and  cases  there  cited. 

In  5th  Wend.y  631,  the  action  for  work  and  labor  was 
brought,  as  here,  by  a  negro  man  against  the  person  who  had 
held  him  as  a  slave,  he  being  in  fact  free,  yet,  on  the  authority 
of  the  case  of  Alfred  and  Marquis  FiizjameSy  it  was  held,  the 
understanding  of  the  parties  during  the  service  being  that  no 
wages  were  to  be  paid,  the  plaintiff  eould  not  recover.  We 
liave  found  no  case  in  which,  under  such  circumstances,  an 
action  of  assumpsit  has  been  sustained ,  in  England  or  in  any 
State  in  this  Union,  except  the  one  in  Pennsylvania  and  those 
cited  from  Illinois. 

In  3  Yeatesy  250,  Negro  Peter  vs.  Steel,  decided  in  Penn- 
sylvania,  in  1801,  by  Yeates  and  Bj'ockenridge,  justices  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  such  an  action  was  sustained.     To  that 
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authority  we  cannot  defer^  for  several  reasons^  and,  amongst 
them,  because,  first,  the  then  chief  justice  and  his  immediate 
predecessor,  had  each  expressed  a  diflTerent  opinion  in  that  very 
case;  next,  because  the  later  case,  in  3  Pennsylvania  Reports^ 
212,  Urie  and  Johnsony  seems  virtually  to  overrule  it,  and 
again,  because  the  case  of  3  Esp.y  directly  in  point,  was  not 
before  the  court  or  cited  in  the  argument,  but,  especially,  be- 
cause it  was  ruled  on  the  ground,  that  it  was  a  proper  form  of 
action  in  which  to  try  the  question  of  freedom. 

In  Kinney  and  Cook,  3  Scammon,  232,  such  an  action 
was  sustained  in  Illinois.     The  principal  question  seems  to 
have  been,  whether  (he  negro  was  free  because  he  was  a 
negro?    Not  a  particle  of  evidence  was  given  to  show  the 
plaintiff  to  be  free,  nor  was  a  single  authority  referred  to  in 
the  cause  by  the  counsel  or  the  courts  as  far  as  the  report 
shows;  and  the  learned  justice  who  gave  the  opinion  very 
civilly  decides,  that  (he  rule  which,  in  the  slave  states,  imposes 
the  onus  probandi  on  the  party  asserting  his  freedom,  is  found- 
ed in  *^injustice,**  is  "subversive  of  natural  right,  i(s  arbitrary 
character  is  repugnant  to  moral  sense,"  &c.,  &c.     Notwith- 
standing these  most  potent  recitals,  we  must  decline  allowing 
Justice  Smithes  repealing  act  to  operate  extra-territorially,  as 
far  as  relates  to  Maryland,  where  we  will,  nan  obstante,  abide 
by  the  old  fashioned  practice  of  requiring  a  party  asserting  a 
fact  to  prove  it,  when  an  issue  is  taken  upon  it  by  the  adverse 
party.     The  other  case  referred  to  in  Illinois,  and  found  in  2 
GUlman,  1,  the  case  of  Jarrot  vs.  Jarrot,  was  argued  and  de- 
cided, not  only  with  very  much  better  temper,  but  with  very 
much  greater  ability  and  legal  learning.    The  great  question 
in  the  cause  was,  whether  (he  plaintiff  was  free  or  a  slave? 
There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  question  made  as  to 
the  form  of  action  for  which  the  authority  of  the  previous  case 
was  relied  on  by  counsel,  and  it  was  doubtless  on  the  question 
of  freedom  vel  non  that  the  court  divided. 

But  besides  that,  this  question  was  not  seriously  discussed, 
it  must  be  remembered,  that  the  reason  on  which  these  cases 
rest  is  conclusive  against  their  authority  in  Maryland.    That 
42        V.8 
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reason  is,  that  it  is  a  proper  form  in  which  to  try  the  title  of 
the  negro  to  freedom.  Now,  in  our  State,  the  mode  in  which 
this  question  is  to  be  tried,  is  not  only  prescribed  by  statute, 
but  there  are  peculiarities  in  regard  to  it,  which  cannot  be 
gratified  but  by  an  observance  of  the  mode  indicated.  It  must 
be  by  petition  in  a  court  particularly  designated,  and  the  right 
of  peremptory  challenge  is  expressly  secured  to  both  master 
and  slave.  To  deny  to  either  party  the  privilege  secured  by 
ihe  statute,  if  the  trial  be  by  petition,  would  be  an  admitted 
violation  of  the  plain  meaning  and  express  words  of  the  law. 
Is  it  less  so  to  permit  one  of  the  parties  to  deprive  tlie  other  of 
this  privilege,  by  using  a  different  form  of  action? 

So  in  some  of  the  slave  States,  where  no  special  provision 
exists  as  to  the  mode  of  trying  the  question  of  freedom,  they 
use  the  action  of  trespass  vi  et  armi$  for  that  purpose,  as  is 
proved  by  the  cases  cited  by  counsel,  and  in  some  of  which  it 
is  said,  the  freedom  should  be  thus  established  before  they  can 
claim  compensation,  although  that  compensation  was  said  to 
be  recoverable  afterwards  in  the  same  form  of  action. 

The  counsel  attempted  a  distinction  between  cases  in  which 
there  was  ground  for  reasonable  doubt,  and  where  no  doubt 
could  exist.  In  the  case  of  Alfred  and  Marquis  FUzjames^ 
no  such  distinction  was  relied  on,  and  certainly  there  could  be 
as  little  ground  to  doubt  in  that  case,  where  no  one  could  be  a 
slave,  as  in  this  case,  (where  the  manumission  does  speak  of 
some  conditions,)  or  indeed  in  any  case  which  can  occur  in 
our  State.  But  the  impossibility  of  practically  following  out 
any  such  rule  must  be  obvious. 

Who  is  to  judge  whether  the  case  be  clear  or  one  of  doubt? 
When  is  it  to  be  ascertained,  and  how?  Is  the  form  of  action 
only  to  be  ascertained  by  the  result  of  the  trial?  The  parties 
will  certainly  differ.  It  is  of  frequent  occurrence  that  juries 
are  unable  to  agree  upon  questions  of  fact,  and  judges  are  not 
always  unanimous  in  regard  to  questions  of  law.  The  only 
persons  at  all  likely  to  be  held  and  claimed  as  slaves  in  this 
Stale,  are  such  as  have  been  manumitted  by  last  will  and  tes- 
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tament,  or  a  deed  recorded^  and  whoee  freedom  is  to  commence 
at  some  date  subsequent  to  the  execution  of  the  will  or  deed. 

But  as  all  such  instruments  are  exposed  on  the  public  records^ 
to  which  all  persons  have  ready  access^  and  of  which  any  one 
is  able  to  procure  copies,  there  is  very  small  probability  in  this 
age  of  benevolence  and  charity^  that  there  will  be  wanting 
persons  to  remind  them  of  their  rights,  should  they  be  other- 
wise uninformed.  Experience  has  fully  demonstrated,  that 
they  have  never  failed  in  the  recovery  of  their  legal  riglits,  for 
the  want  of  generous  professional  aid.  We  do  not  therefore 
admit  the  necessity,  if,  on  other  accounts,  we  could  perceive 
the  propriety  or  claim  the  authority  of  changing  the  recognised 
principles  of  common  law  applicable  to  this  question,  especially 
as  our  statute  law  enforces  the  necessity  of  adhering  to  it. 

This  decision  on  the  principal  question  would  conclude  the 
whole  case,  and,  especially,  so  much  as  relates  to  the  fact  of 
imprisonment;  alleged  to  be  imj^ied  by  holding  and  claiming 
the  appellant  as  a  slave. 

The  remaining  question  in  the  cause,  though  practically 
unimportant  in  this  case^  after  the  view  we  have  taken,  is^ 
however,  presented  by  the  record,  and  has  been  most  elabo« 
rately  argued  by  all  the  counsel^  and  is  one  of  much  interest 
to  the  profession. 

A  most  careful  and  deliberate  consideration  has  therefore 
been  given  to  the  numerous  authorities  referred  to,  and  without 
here  entering  into  a  detail  of  reasoning,  or  a  minute  examina- 
tion of  their  respective  claims  to  deference,  it  is  sufficient  to 
announce  the  conclusion  to  which  we  have  been  conducted, 
with  the  same  unanimity  with  which  we  have  acted  on  the 
first  point.  That  conclusion  is,  that  in  Maryland^  where  we 
have  a  separate  and  distinct  chancery  jurisdiction,  the  question 
of  fraud,  as  a  means  of  preventing  the  effect  and  operation  of 
the  statute  of  limitation,  must  be  referred  to  that  jurisdiction, 
and  is  not  matter  to  be  relied  on,  by  way  of  replication  to  the 
plea  of  the  statute;  in  a  court  of  law. 

JUDGMENT   AFFIRMED. 


332  CASES  IN  THE  COURT  OF  APPEAI^ 


Huddleson  vt.  Reynolds*  Lesaeo. — 1849. 


Jonathan  Huddleson  vs,  James  Reynolds'  Lessee. — 

December  y  1 849. 

A  tract  of  land,  whose  patent  name  was  "  Western  Route y**  was  described 
in  the  sheriff's  returns  to  a  writ  of  j!.  fa.  and  vendi  exponas,  and  also  in 
the  sheriff's  deed  to  the  purchaser,  as  **West  Route. ^*  PIeld:  that  this 
variance  in  the  spelling  of  the  name,  was  not  a  fatal  objection  to  the  title 
of  such  purchaser. 

A  mistake  in  spelling  the  name  of  a  tract  of  land»  will  not  vitiate  an  instru- 
ment of  writing,  if  the  word  mis  pelt  resembles,  in  sound  or  sense,  the 
right  name. 

Where  a  tract  of  land  is  sometimes  called  by  its  patent  name,  and  some- 
times by  another,  which  it  had  acquired  by  reputation,  a  conveyance  by 
the  latter  name  will  pass  the  title,  and  any  description  in  the  deed  of  the 
owner,  which  is  sufficient  to  pass  the  title,  Will  be  a  sufficient  description 
in  a  sheriff's  return  and  conveyance^. 

Appeal  from  Allegany  county  couft. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  instituted  by  the  lessor  of 
the  appellee  against  the  appellant^  on  the  29ih  of  March,  1845, 
for  a  tract  of  land  dfeschhed^  in  the  declaration  and  patent^  as 
<^a  tract  or  parcel  of  land  called  <  Western  Rtvie^  lying  in 
the  county  aforesaid,  containing  two  hundred  and  eleven  and 
seven-eighths  acres."  The  appellatit  being  the  tenant  in  pos- 
session ^  pleaded  non  cut. 

At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff,  on  bis  pan,  oflTered  in  evidence  a 
patent  to  James  Reynolds ^  his  lessor,  dated  26th  of  December^ 
1836;  for  the  tract  of  land  described  as  above,  and  proved  that 
the  tract  named  in  the  patent,  was  the  land  for  the  recovery  of 
which  this  suit  was  brought,  and  there  rested  his  case.  The 
defendant,  then,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  tide  out  of  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  offered  the  record  of  a  judgment  obtained 
against  him,  and  of  the  proceedings  thereunder,  with  a  view 
to  show  a  sale,  by  the  sheriff,  of  the  tract  of  land  in  controversy. 
These  proceedings  show  that  a  judgment  in  ejectment  was  re- 
covered against  said  Reynoldsy  in  Allegany  county  court,  aC 
October  term,  1834,  by  WiUiam  Lamar^s  lessee,  upon  which 
a^.  fa.y  for  costs,  was  issued.    To  this  writ  ./oAn  M.  Oarleton, 
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the  sheriff,  made  return,  that  in  obedience  thereto,  be  had 
seized  and  taken  in  execution  the  following  property  of  said 
Reynolds^  to  wit:  ^'  Lots  Nos.  21  and  22,  in  West  Uniorij  and 
all  the  improvements  thereon,  also  a  tract  of  land  called  ^  WesC 
Houte/  containing  two  hundred  and  eleven  and  three-quarter 
acres."  Which  property  was  appraised,  by  the  appraisers,  at 
$155.50.  A  writ  of  vendi  exponas  was  then  issued,  to  which 
the  said  sheriff  made  return,  that  after  giving  the  usual  notice 
of  sale,  by  advertisements,  &c.,  which  are  particularly  described, 
he  sold,  on  the  26ih  of  November,  1842,  the  "  above  described 
property  to  M,  C,  Spriggy^^  the  highest  bidder.  In  all  these 
advertisements,  writs  and  returns,  the  land  is  described  as  '^a 
tract  of  land  called  ^  West  Route^^  containing  two  hundred  and 
eleven  and  three-quarter  acres.'' 

The  defendant  then  offered  the  sheriff's  deed  for  said  land, 
executed  by  him  to  Michael  C.  Spriggy  the  purchaser  under 
whom  the  defendant  claimed.  This  deed  was  not  inserted  in 
the  record.  In  connection  with  this  evidence  of  title,  the  de- 
fendant offered  the  act  of  1845,  ch.  244,  entitled,  <^An  act  to 
make  valid  a  sheriff's  sale  made  by  John  M,  CarletoUy  late 
BheriS  of  AUegany  county,  and  the  deed  of  the  said  sheriff  for 
the  property  sold  to  M.  C.  Spriggy  late  of  said  county,  de- 
Ceased,"  as  follows,  passed  5ih  of  March,  1846: 

"  Be  it  enacted  by  the  General  Assefnbly  of  Maryland y  That 
the  sale  made  on  the  26lh  day  of  November,  1842,  by  John 
M.  Carleion,  late  sheriff  of  Allegany  county,  to  M.  C.  Spriggy 
late  of  said  county,  deceased;  of  lots  numbered  twenty-one  and 
twenty-two,  lying  and  being  in  West  Uniony  in  said  county, 
and  also  of  a  tract  of  land  called  *  Western  RoutCy^  containing 
two  hundred  and  eleven  and  seven-eighlhs  acres,  sold  by  the 
name  of  •  West  RoutCy^  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  confirmed 
and  made  valid,  any  informality  or  defects  in  the  fieri  facias 
and  venditioni  exponas,  under  which  the  said  lots  and  tracts  of 
land  were  sold  by  the  said  John  M,  Carleton  yOV  the  sale  of  the 
said  tract  by  the  name  of  ^  West  Routey^  to  the  contrary,  not- 
withstanding; provided  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be 
80  construed  as  to  affect  the  rights  of  third  parties  to  said  pro- 
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perty ;  and  provided  also,  that  said  sale  has  been  made^  in  other 
respects,  conformable  to  law/' 

The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  evidence  so  offered  by  the  de- 
fendanty  and  prayed  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury,  that  the  title 
papers  so  offered,  do  not  show  that  there  wits  any  valid  seizure 
of,  or  levy  upon  the  tract  of  land  in  controversy  by  the  sheriff; 
and  that  the  sale  made  by  him  to  the  said  Sprigg,  consequent- 
ly conveyed  no  title,  but  was  inoperative  and  void;  and  that  the 
act  of  Assembly  offered  in  evidence,  did  not  cure  any  defect  in 
the  defendant's  title,  arising  from  the  want  of  a  proper  seizure 
of,  and  levy  upon  said  land;  which  instruction  the  court,  (Mar- 
tin, C.  J.,)  granted*  and  the  verdict  and  judgment  being  for 
the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  aigued  before  DorbeV;  C.  J.^  Spengb^  Ma- 
6RUDER,  and  FricK;  3. 

By  McKaig,  for  the  appellant^  and 
By  McLean,  for  the  appellee. 

Magrvder,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  cotrrt. 

It  appears,  by  the  record,  that  this  action  was  brought  to  re^ 
cover  a  tract  of  land  .situate  in  Allegany  county,  called  ^'  Wes* 
tern  Route. ^^ 

In  proof  of  his  title,  the  appellee  offered  in  evidence  a  patent 
for  that  tract  of  land  granted  to  himself.  Thereupon,  the  de^ 
fendant,  to  prove  title  out  of  the  plaintiff^  offered  in  evidence*a 
judgment  against  the  plaintiff,  a^.  fa,  issued  upon  that  judg- 
ment,  the  sheriff's  return,  with  a  schedule  and  appraisement^ 
showing  that  he  had ,  in  obedience  to  the  writ,  seized  and  taken^ 
together  with  other  land,  a  tract  of  land  called  <^  WestRoute,'*^ 
and  that  the  same  was  sold  to  M.  C.  Sprigg.  It  is  then  stated^ 
in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  that  the  sheriff's  deed  was  offered  in 
evidence^  though  it  is  not  in  the  record. 

It  is  supposed  that  the  mistake  which  is  supposed  to  vitiate 
this  sale,  consists  in  naming  the  tract  of  land  <^  West  Rouie,*^ 
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when  its  patent  name  is^'  Western  Btmie.^^  Is  such  a  variance 
a  fatal  objection  to  the  title  of  the  purchaser? 

We  think  not.  A  mistake  in  spelling  the  name  of  a  tract  of 
land,  does  not  vitiate  an  instrument  of  writing,  if  the  word 
mispelt  resembles,  in  sound  or  sense,  the  right  name.  We  are 
told,  thai  if,  in  writing  ^^  undersiaod^^^  the  letter  ^'«"  is  omitted, 
that  does  not  vitiate  the  writing,  because  the  meaning  cannot  be 
mistaken.  In  1770,  Redding^s  lessee  vs.  McOubbirij  \  H.tf 
AIcH.,368y  it  was  decided,  in  the  provincial  court,  ^'  that  unless 
the  variance  between  the  description  of  the  land  in  the  declaration 
and  the  title  paper,  be  material,  it  will  not  hiader  the  plaintiff's 
recovery."  And  so,  in  Carroll* s  lessee  vs.  Norwood,  A  H.  ^ 
McH.y  287 y  it  was  decided,  by  the  Court  of  Appeals^  ^^that 
between  ^enlargement^  and  ^the  enlargement,*  there  was  not 
such  a  difference  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  sue  by  the  one 
name,  and  recover  upon  proof  of  title  to  a  tract  of  land  called, 
in  the  patent,  by  the  other. 

It  is  sometimes  said,  that  it  was  po  decided  in  those  cases,  be- 
cause there  were  plots  in  them,  and  the  plaintiffs  located  their 
lands  by  their  patent  names. .  This  cannot  be.  If  the  plaintiff 
can,  in  his  declaration  claim  one  tract,  and  locate  what  is  to  be 
considered  a  different  tract,  and  then  obtain  a  verdict,  because 
of  a  proof  of  tide  to  the  latter,  how  is  the  judgment  to  be  ren* 
der^d  upon  such  a  verdict?  The  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  in 
all  actions  of  ejectment,  is,  ^'  that  the  said  lessee,  as  aforesaid, 

recover  against  the  said his  term  aforesaid,  jet  to  come 

and  unexpired,  in  and  unto  all  that  tract  of  land  called ," 

&c.  Now  if  the  land  locatedt  and  that  claimed  in  the  decla- 
ration, be  different  tracts,  what  term  has  the  plaintiff  in  the 
former,  or  when  did  the  defendant  admit  lease,  entry  and  ouster 
to  that  tract? 

It  can  scarcely  be  maintained,  that  there  is,  between  ^'  Wes- 
iem  Roiute*^  and  ^^West  Route,**  a  more  material  variance 
that  between  ^^enlargetneni**  and  ^^the  enlargement.**  Is 
the  variance  here  a  substantial  variance  ?  Can  a  route  be  a 
western,  but  not  a  west  route?  Is  not  the  sense  precisely  the 
same,  although  there  be  some  difference  in  the  spelling?    If;, 
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for  mistakes  like  this^  sheriff's  sales  are  to  be  set  aside^  a  pur- 
chaser would  not  be  safe  in  buying  at  such  a  sale^  unless  he  had 
an  opportunity  of  reading  the  patent. 

The  facts  disclosed  in  this  case,  leave  but  little  doubt  that 
the  land  claimed  in  this  suit,  is  the  very  land  which  the  sheriff 
undertook  to  sell.  No  tract  patented  by  the  name  of  '<  West 
RoutCy^^  is  shown  ever  to  have  been  owned  by  the  plaintiff,  or 
to  have  existence.  The  conclusion  seems  to  be  warranted,  that 
the  tract  which,  when  taken  up,  was  called  by  the  name  of 
"  Western  Routey*^  was,  in  a  later  time,  sometimes  called  west, 
and  sometimes  western  route.  If  so,  a  conveyance  by  the 
name  which  it  had  acquired  by  reputation,  would  have  passed 
the  title  to  the  patented  tract,  and  any  description  in  the  deed 
by  the  owner,  which  is  sufficient  to  pass  the  title,  ought  to  be  a 
sufficient  description  thereof  in  a  sheriff's  return  and  convey- 
ance. 

It  might  have  been  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  land 
seized  and  sold  by  the  sheriff,  was  not  the  same  land  for  which 
the  plaintiff  produced  a  patent. 

This  being  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  court,  it  is  un- 
necessary for  them  to  say  anything  of  the  act  of  Assembly  of 
1846,  ch.  244. 

JUDGMENT  REVERSED,  AND 

PROCEDENDO  AWARDED. 

DoRSEY,  C.  J.,  agreed  with  the  court  as  to  its  judgment,  but 
not  for  the  reasons  assigned  in  this  opinion.  He  considered  the 
act  of  1845,  ch.  244,  constitutional. 


OP  MARYLAND.  33t 


Owin^  98.  Baldwia  tod  Wheeler. — 1^9. 


Jam£s  Owingb  PS.  William  Baldwin  and  George  Whee- 

LER.-^Z>ecefn&ery  1849. 

B  and  W  made  a  parol  contract  with  0,  for  the  paroha«e  of  certain  lands, 
apon  certain  terma;  Upon  the  compliance  with  whioh,  on  the  pan  of  the 
Tendcee,  the  vendor  was  to  ^ve  a  sn^cient  deed  for  the  propefty.  HkLo : 
that  nnder  this  contract,  the  T^ndeea  had  a  right  to  demaod,  and  were  bonnd 
to  accept  nothing  short  of  an  onineambered  legal  estate,  in  fee. 

If  the  contract  is  general,  it  amonnts  to  an  Undertaking  for  the  conveyance 
of  a  legal  title,  and  if  the  vendor  has  but  an  e<|oitable  title,  the  contract  is 
not  binding  upon  the  vendee,  at  law  nor  in  equity,  if  the  Vendor  cannot 
procure  the  legal  title. 

A  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands.  Will  not  be  decreed 
on  the  application  of  the  vendor,  unless  his  ability  to  make  such  a  title  as 
he  has  agreed  to  make,  be  unquestionable. 

Part  of  the  land  sold  under  the  above  bontract,  was  conveyed,  in  1799,  to  O 
and  P,  as  joint  tenants,  in  fee.  In  April,  1818,  P  sold  his  interest  therein 
to  O,  to  whom  he  gate  a  paper,  signed  by  himself,  and  attested  by  two  Wit- 
nesses, stating  that  he  agreed  to  take  95,000  for  his  Interest  in  said  proper, 
ty,  **  which  is  now  bound  by  a  judgment  held  by  O,  and  under  executiofa 
for  the  same."  The  witnesses  to  this  paper  prove,  that  it  was  agreed  be- 
tween O  and  P  to  credit  the  05,000  on  the  judgment  held  by  O,  which  was 
then  done  in  P*b  presence.  Possession  was  shortly  afterwards  delivered  to 
O,  who,  with  those  claiming  under  him,  has  held  unintermpted  and  undis- 
puted  possession  of  the  property  until  1845,  the  date  of  the  sale  to  appel- 
lees. P  survived  O,  and  died  in  18S6,  neter  having  ezetiuted  a  deed  for 
the  property  to  the  latter,  who  died  in  1819.  In  May,  1818,  Osold  the  pro- 
perty to  B,  and  executed  a  bond  of  conveyance,  but  no  deed  therefor.  B 
took  and  remained  in  possession  until  1830,  when  the  oxecuton  of  O,  hav- 
ing  recovered  judgment  against  B,  for  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money 
due  by  him,  issued  executions,  andei*  which  the  property  was  sold  and  con- 
veyed by  the  sheriff  to  the  appellant,  who,  in  1846,  ooutracted  to  sell  it  to 
the  appellees.    Hxlo  i 

That  this  title  of  the  appellant,  thus  offered,  was  not  sufficient  to  authorise  a 
coart  of  equity  to  decree  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract  made  with 
the  appellees,  and  compel  them  to  accept  tho  title  of  the  vendor  in  this 
condition. 

The  title  of  the  appellant  depending,  in  a  great  meanttre,  upon  the  individual 
knowledge  of  the  attesting  witnesses  to  this  paper,  one  of  whom  is  already 
dead,  and  the  duration  of  this  proof  being  precarious,  and  the  appellant 
having  filed  a  bill  against  the  heirs  of  P,  to  perfect  bis  title  at  law,  which 
bill  ho  dismissed,  and  the  records  of  the  court  showing  no  entry  of  the 
credit  on  the  judgments  against  P,  a  court  of  equity  having  a  duo  regftfd 
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to  the  claims  which  might  arise  from  the  heirs  of  P,  upon  the  death  of  the 
remaining  attesting  witnesses,  woald  not  compel  the  appellees  to  accept 
this  title. 

B  filed  a  bill  claiming  the  land,  under  his  contract  of  May,  1818,  and  im. 
peaching  the  validity  of  the  sale  by  the  sherifT,  The  answers  to  this  bill 
swore  awoy  all  its  equity,  and  were  supported  by  proof.  Held  :  that  tho 
pendency  of  this  suit,  under  such  circumstances,  was  not  a  sufficient  ground 
for  a  court  of  equity  to  refuse  to  compel  the  appellants  to  execute  their 
contract. 

The  mere  commencement  of  a  suit  for  tho  recovery  of  the  whole  or  a  part  of 
the  land  sold,  after  the  filing  of  a  bill  for  the  specific  execution  of  the  con- 
tract of  sale,  is  not,  of  itself,  sufficient  to  prevent  the  vendee's  being  de- 
creed to  accept  the  title,  provided  it  appears,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court, 
that  the  suit  so  commenced  cannot  be  successfully  prosecuted. 

The  appellant  having  purchased,  at  sheriff's  sale,  the  interest  of  B,  under  his 
bond  of  conveyance,  which  was  a  more  equitable  title,  subject  to  a  lion  for 
the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  due  by  D,  and  this  being  the  only  title 
he  professed  to  have,  the  appellees  were  not  bound  to  accept  it. 

Where  the  statute  of  frauds  is  relied  on  in  the  answer,  as  a  bar  to  a  specific 
execution  of  a  parol  contract,  it  can  only  bo  evaded  by  full  proof  of  the  acts 
of  part  performance  charged  in  the  bill. 

Where  possession  of  lands  was  delivered,  not  under  the  contract  sought  to  be 
enforced,  but  another  subsidiary  agreement,  the  original  contract  still  re. 
maining  unrescinded,  it  will  not  remove  the  bar  of  the  statute. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Cfia?icery. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  20lh  of  May,  1846^  by 
the  appellant,  against  the  appellees,  for  a  specific  execution  of 
a  parol  agreement  for  the  purchase  of  a  parcel  of  land,  with 
the  improvements  thereon,  consisting  in  part  of  a  factory  called 
Ouilford  {dLCiory^  which,  the  bill  alleges,  the  appellees  agreed 
verbally  to  purchase  of  the  complainant,  some  time  in  the  spring 
of  1845,  for  the  sum  of  $20,000,  of  which  $5,000  was  to  be 
paid  on  delivery  of  possession,  and,  within  twelve  months  there- 
after, the  sum  of  $1,666.66$,  with  interest  on  the  unpaid  ba- 
lance, and  the  residue  in  three  equal  instalments^  in  five^  ten, 
and  fifteen  years,  with  the  privilege  to  the  purchasers  of  paying 
the  purchase  money  within  the  times  before  limited;  possession 
to  be  delivered  on  the  1st  of  June,  1845. 

The  bill  states,  that  no  agreement  note  or  memorandum  of 
agreement  for  said  purchase,  in  writing,  was  ever  signed  by  (he 
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defendants,  or  either  of  them,  or  their  agent,  and  delivered  to 
the  complainant,  but  that,  pending  negotiations  for  the  pur- 
chase, the  complainant  reduced  to  writing  the  terms  on  which 
he  would  sell,  which  terms  were  exhibited  to  and  accepted  by 
defendants,  and  this  memorandum  is  filed  as  an  exhibit  with 
the  bill.  That  on  the  1st  of  June,  1845,  complainant  delivered , 
and  defendants  received,  full  possession  of  the  premises,  accord- 
ing to  the  form  and  effect  of  said  agreement,  and  thenceforth 
continually  have  been,  and  now  are,  in  the  free  and  undis- 
turbed possession  and  enjoyment  thereof.  The  bill  then  charges 
that  defendants  have  wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  comply 
with  this  contract,  sometimes  pretending  that  they  desired  time 
and  opportunity  to  examine  compIainant^s  tide  to  the  premises; 
all  the  particulars  of  which,  he  avers  he  has  been  at  all  times 
willing  to  communicate  freely,  and  has  submitted  his  title  to 
the  counsel  of  the  defendants,  and  has  paid  said  counsel  for 
procuring  a  deed,  to  cure  the  only  defect  said  counsel  supposed 
to  exist  in  said  title,  and  independent  of  the  usual  evidences  of 
title,  complainant  avers  he  may  well  rely  on  the  possession,  con- 
tinued and  undisturbed,  and  adverse  against  all  the  world, 
which  he,  and  those  under  whom  he  claims,  have  had  of  said 
premises,  for  more  than  twenty  years  next  preceding  the  de- 
livery of  possession  thereof,  as  aforesaid,  so  that  all  such  pre- 
tences of  the  defendants  are  wholly  groundless.  The  prayer 
19^  that  said  agreement  may  be  decreed  to  be  specifically  exe- 
cuted, and  for  general  relief. 

Exhibit  A,  filed  with  the  bill,  and  admitted  by  the  answer, 
is  as  follows: 

"The  property  which  I  offer  for  sale,  is  my  factory,  known 
by  the  name  of  Guiffard,  with  all  the  machinery  now  in  the 
same,  and  all  my  lands  adjoining,  which  I  purchased,  at  sale, 
from  Richard  Igleharty  late  sheriff  of  Anne  Arundel  county, 
with  all  the  buildings  and  improvements  on  the  same,  reserving 
all  the  granite  that  has  been  gotten  out  by  stone  cutters,  which 
they  must  have  the  piivilege  of  renooving  as  soon  as  they  can 
make  it  convenient  to  do  so,  not  more  than  three  months.  I 
also  reserve,  for  the  use  of  Mr.  Wood^,  the  house  and  garden 
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he  now  occupies,  till  the  1st  of  July  next.  Should  the  pro- 
perty be  sold  9  the  goods  in  the  store  to  be  taken  by  the  pur- 
chaser at  prices  to  be  agreed  on.  Possession  to  be  given  on  Ist 
of  June  next.  The  price  is  $20,000,  one-third  cash ;  say  cash 
on  delivery  of  possession,  $5,000,  and  within  twelve  months, 
$1,666},  with  interest  on  the  unpaid  balance,  $13,333.68,  to 
be  in  equal  payments  of  one-third  each,  five,  ten,  and  fifteen 
years.  Interest  on  the  unpaid  balance  to  be  paid  yearly^  the 
property  to  be  kept  insured  to  amount  of  $10,000,  on  account 
of  said  Owifigs,  till  it  may  be  paid  for.  The  purchaser  to 
have  the  privil^e  of  paying  within  the  time  named.  When 
the  whole  of  the  money  is  paid,  /.  O.  agrees  to  give  a  sufficient 
deed  for  the  same.  The  crops  growing  on  the  land,  subject  to 
the  contract  made  by  H.  H,  OwingSy  with  the  tillers  of  the 
land  for  the  present  year." 

On  the  4th  of  June,  1846,  the  complainant  filed  a  petition, 
stating  that  he  had  been  informed  that  defendants  were  taking 
steps  to  suspend  the  operations  of  the  factory,  and  bad  resolved 
to  abandon,  entirely,  the  said  premises,  and  praying  that  a  re- 
ceiver might  be  appointed  to  take  charge  of  the  same,  and  rent 
it  out  for  some  short  time,  on  such  terms  as  he  may  deem  expe- 
dient; and,  by  an  agreement  of  the  parties,  the  chancellor,  on 
the  29th  of  June,  1846,  appointed  a  receiver,  as  prayed,  with- 
out prejudice  to  any  question  of  right. 

The  answer  of  the  defendants,  Baldwin  and  Wheeler,  re- 
quires the  production  of  deeds,  and  full  proof  of  the  title  of  the 
complainant  in  the  lands  in  controversy.  It  admits,  that  in  the 
spring  of  1845,  defendants,  being  desirous  of  purchasing  the 
said  factory  and  lands  adjoining,  of  which  complainant  claimed 
to  be  the  owner^  entered  into  negotiation  with  him  for  thai 
purpose,  in  the  course  of  which  he  handed  to  respondents  the 
paper  as  above  set  forth,  as  an  oflTer  of  the  terms  on  which  com- 
plainant was  willing  to  sell  said  property;  which  paper  respon- 
dents received,  that  they  might  consider  and  deliberate  on  the 
ofier  therein  contained.  They  deny  that  they  received  or  ac- 
cepted it  as  a  memomndum  or  evidence  of  any  contract  or 
agreement  whatsoever,  which  they  absolutely  deny  having 
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made.  That  the  terras  contained  in  said  paper  being  in  several 
respects  object ionable^  they,  in  their  turn,  prepared  a  paper 
which  they  exhibit,  and  which  they  allege  they  presented  to 
the  complainant  as  the  only  form  in  which  they  would  agree 
to  consider  the  offer  of  the  complainant,  and  on  which  they 
would  agree  to  contract  for  the  property,  when  they  should  be 
satisfied  in  r^ard  to  the  title.  That  the  complainant,  upon 
seeing  this  paper,  agreed  that  defendants  should  retain  it,  and 
consider  it  as  his  offer  to  them.  That  aAer  this,  and  before  any 
agreement  had  been  made,  and  before  they  took  possession  of 
the  property,  they  were  willing  to  accede  to  said  offer,  and  make 
the  cash  payment,  and  comply  with  the  other  stipulations  in 
the  last  mentioned  offer,  when  and  so  soon  as  they  should  be 
satisfied  of  the  title  of  the  complainant;  but  they  explicitly 
deny  that  they  then  were,  or  have  since  been,  satisfied  with 
the  title,  or  that,  at  any  time,  they  have  made  an  agreement, 
verbally  or  in  writing,  for  the  purchase  of  the  property.  The 
answer  then  proceeds  to  state,  that  upon  an  examination  of  the 
complainant's  tide,  it  was  found  to  be  defective;  but,  that  be- 
ing desirous  to  commence  operations,  they  requested  their  coun- 
sel to  see  complainant,  and  make  with  him  some  temporary 
arrangements  for  the  possession  of  the  factory,  whilst  the  ob- 
jections to  the  title  were  examined,  and,  if  possible,  removed. 
That  this  was  done,  and  the  consent  of  the  complainant  ob- 
tained, that  defendants  might  take  possession  and  hold  the  same 
until  the  title  could  be  investigated,  and  that  for  the  use  and 
occupation  of  the  property,  the  defendants  were  to  be  charge- 
able only  with  the  interest  on  the  sum  of  $15,000,  the  amount 
of  the  deferred  payments.  That  they  accordingly  took  posses- 
sion on  the  2nd  of  June,  1845,  not  as  purchasers  or  in  part  per- 
formance of  any  contract  of  purchase  made  or  agreed  upon,  as 
charged  in  the  bill. 

The  answer  then  proceeds  to  specify  the  defects  in  the  title: 
1st.  That  the  deed  of  Richard  Odle  to  Richard  Omtigs  and 
haac  Paul  J  referred  to  in  the  bill,  but  not  produced,  granted 
the  lands  thereby  conveyed  to  said  Owings  and  Pati/,  as  ten- 
ants in  common,  and  said  Paul  having  died  many  years  since. 
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leaving  infant  heirs,  some  of  whom  are  married  womeD,  and 
non-residents,  defendants  required  some  sufficient  evidence  (hat 
the  title  vested  in  said  Pau/,  by  said  deed^  had  passed  to  com- 
plainant;  that  a  deed  was  accordingly  prepared  to  be  executed 
by  the  heirs  of  said  Paul,  relinquishing  all  their  claim  and  title 
to  said  property,  which  deed  said  heirs,  or  some  of  theiD)  re- 
fused to  execute;  that  complainant  then  filed  a  bill  in  chancery, 
to  compel  a  conveyance  from  said  heire,  which  is  still  pending 
and  undetermined;  that  as  to  the  twenty  years'  adverse  posses- 
sion set  up  in  the  bill,  they  know  nothing,  except  by  hear8ay> 
and  required  proof  of  such  possession^  as  would  bar  the  said 
Paul  and  his  heirs,  and  of  the  origin  and  circumstances  of  any 
possession  adverse  to  said  Paid  and  his  heirs. 

2nd.  That  many  years  ago,  a  certain  ZacluJriaJi  Poultofiy 
who  is  still  alive,  was  put  in  possession  of  said  property  under 
some  contract  with  said  Richard  Owings,  and  he  now  sets  up 
some  claim  or  right  to  said  property,  and  threatens  to  file,  or  has 
filed,  a  bill  in  equity  against  said  complainant,  to  enforce  his 
supposed  rights,  and  respondents  required  full  and  satisfactory 
explanation  and  denial  of  this  claim. 

The  answer  then  further  states,  that  after  considerable  delay 
on  the  part  of  complainant,  in  satisfying  defendants,  or  their 
counsel^  in  regard  to  the  title,  and  after  repeated  warnings  that 
they  could  not  consent  to  become  purchasers,  unless  they  were 
satisfied  upon  the  subject,  and  their  objections  remaining  unre- 
moved,  they,  on  the  1st  of  June,  1846,  abandoned  the  posses- 
sion of  the  property,  after  previous  reasonable  notice  had  been 
given  complainant  of  their  design  to  do  so;  and  after  again,  in 
the  most  direct  terms,  denying  that  defendants  took  possession 
in  part  performance  of  any  agreement  or  contract  of  purchase, 
relies  upon  the  statute  of  frauds  as  a  defence  to  the  relief  prayed 
by  the  bill.  The  answer  also  urges  the  alleged  defects  in  com- 
plainant's title  as  cause  against  a  decree  for  specific  perform- 
ance; and  further  insists,  that  though  they  did  l)old  the  posses- 
sion, and  enjoy  the  use  of  the  property  for  a  year,  under  the 
temporary  arrangement  before  mentioned^  and  that  if  the  com- 
plainant is  entitled  to  recover  the  interest  as  stipulated  from  them> 
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for  such  occupation  and  use, he  is  not  so  entitled  in  the  present 
proceedings:  ^r^/^  because  be  makes  no  such  claim  in  his  bill, 
and  secondly y  because,  in  respect  to  any  such  demand,  he  has 
adequate  remedy  at  law. 

The  paper  referred  to  in  this  answer,  and  exhibited  with  it, 
is  as  follows: 

''The  property  which  I  offer  for  sale,  is  my  factory,  known 
by  name  of  GuUfordy  wilh  all  the  machinery  now  in  the  same, 
and  all  lands  adjoining,  which  I  purchased  at  sale  from  Richard 
Igleharif  late  sheriff  of  Afuie  Arundel  county,  with  all  the 
buildings  and  improvements  on  the  same,  reserving  all  the 
granite  that  has  been  gotten  out  by  stone  cutters,  which  they 
must  have  the  privilege  of  removing  within  three  months  from 
1st  of  June,  1845.  I  also  reserve  for  the  use  of  Mr.  WoodSy 
the  house  and  garden  tract  now  occupied,  until  Ist  of  July 
next,  should  the  property  be  sold. 

<<  Possession  to  be  given  on  1st  of  June  next.  The  price  is 
$20,000,  one-third  in  cash;  say  in  cash,  on  delivery  of  posses- 
sion, 5,000,  and  within  twelve  months,  $1 ,6663,  with  interest 
on  the  unpaid  balance,  $13,333.66,  to  be  in  equal  payments 
of  one-third  each,  five,  ten  and  fifteen  years.  Interest  on  the 
unpaid  to  be  paid  yearly.  The  property  to  be  kept  insured  to 
amount  of  $8,000,  on  account  of  said  Omngs^  till  it  may  be 
paid  for.  The  purchasei-s  to  have  the  privilege  of  paying  up 
any  time  within  the  time  named,  when  whole  money  is  paid. 

J.  O.'' 

The  proceedings  in  the  case  of  PouUon  vs.  Iglehart  and 
OwingSy  introduced  into  the  record,  show  that  said  PouUon 
filed  his  bill  against  Samuel  Oicings  and  James  OwingSy  exe- 
cutors of  Richard  OwingSy  deceased,  and  Richard  Iglehart y 
Sheriff  of  Anne  Arundel  county,  on  the  29th  of  June,  1847, 
charging,  that  in  the  year  1818,  said  Richard  OwingSy  falsely 
pretending  that  be  was  the  owner  of  the  QuUford  mills,  and 
adjoining  lands,  induced  complainant  to  purchase  them  for  the 
sum  of  $11 ,200,  for  which  amounts  he  gave  his  several  promis- 
sory notes  to  said  OwingSy  who,  at  the  same  time,  executed  a 
bond  of  conveyance  (which  is  exhibited  with  the  bill.)  to  com- 
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plainant  for  said  land^  upon  payment  of  said  notes.  That  said 
Owings  delivered  possession  of  the  mill  and  lands  to  complain- 
ant, who  paid  to  said  Richard  Owings ,  in  his  lifetime,  and  to 
James  Owings,  one  of  his  executors,  since  his  death,  the  said 
notes,  as  they  became  due,  to  the  amount  of  $7,000,  but  fail- 
ing to  pay  two  of  his  notes,  the  said  James  Owings,  executor 
as  aforesaid,  with  Richard  Iglehart,  sheriff,  as  aforesaid,  about 
the  9th  of  July ,  1830,  took  possession  of  said  mill  and  premises, 
and  wrongfully  and  fraudulently  dispossessed  complainant,  pre- 
tending that  the  same  had  been  sold  to  said  James  Owings, 
under  writs  of  ^.  fa.  upon  judgments  against  complainant,  at 
suit  of  the  executors  of  said  Richard  Owings,  That  com- 
plainant being,  at  that  time,  feeble  in  body^  and  weak  in  mind, 
and  wholly  unable  to  attend  to  his  affairs,  quietly  suffered  this 
dispossession,  and  has  continued  so  dispossessed  up  to  the  present 
time.  The  bill  then  alleges,  that  said  James  Owings,  finding 
he  had  no  title  to  said  property,  under  any  proceedings  against 
complainant,  filed  a  bill  in  chancery  against  the  heirs  of  said 
Isaac  Paid,  against  whom  he  alleges  he  has  an  equitable  claim. 
The  prayer  of  the  bill  is,  that  said  executors  may  be  decreed 
to  account  with  complainant  for  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
mill  and  lands  since  he  has  been  so  dispossessed  thereof^  and 
if  they  cannot  show  a  sufiScient  title  in  Richard  Owings,  de- 
ceased, to  execute  his  bond  of  conveyance,  then  that  the  money 
complainant  has  paid  on  his  said  purchase,  may  be  refunded  to 
Iiim,  and  if  a  suflUcient  title  be  hereafter  procured^  that  they 
may  be  decreed  to  convey  said  property  to  complainant,  in  pur- 
suance of  said  bond  of  conveyance,  and  for  general  relief. 

The  bond  of  conveyance  from  Ric/iard  Owings,  exhibited 
with  this  bill^  is  in  the  usual  form,  reciting  the  purchase  by 
PouUon,  as  charged  in  the  biil^  and  the  execution  of  the  pro- 
missory notes,  and  is  dated  the  9th  of  May,  1818. 

The  answer  of  James  Owings  to  this  bill,  after  admitting 
the  agreement  for  purchase,  and  the  execution  of  the  bond  of 
conveyance  as  chained  in  the  bill,  avers,  that  Richard  Owings, 
at  the  time  this  bond  was  executed,  was  in  possession  of  the 
premises;  and  entitled  thereto^  and  fully  authorised  to  sell  the 
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same.  That  said  premises,  many  years  before  that  time,  had 
been  owned  and  possessed  by  said  Richard  Owings  and  one 
Iscuju:  Paulj  as  co-partners,  or  tenants  in  common.  That  said 
Richard  aAerwards  sold  all  his  interest  in  said  premises  to  said 
Pauly  for  a  lar^e  sura  of  money>  to  be  paid  at  a  then  future 
day.  That  this  purchase  money  was  not  paid  at  the  day,  and 
said  Richard  having  recovered  judgment  therefor,  against  said 
Pauly  and  having  issued  and  levied  his  execution  on  said  pre* 
mises,  it  was  agreed  between  said  parties^  that  said  Pctud  should 
sell  all  his  interest  in  the  aforesaid  premises  to  said  OwrngSy 
for  the  sum  of  $5,000,  to  be  credited  on  the  judgment.  That 
this  credit  was  allowed,  and  said  Pavl  actually  surrendered  pos- 
session of  said  premises  to  Owings.  That  this  agreement  was 
entered  into  in  the  month  of  April,  1818>  and  that  said  OwingSy 
and  tliose  claiming  under  him,  have  ever  since  held,  possessed 
and  enjoyed  said  premises  as  their  own  absolute  estate,  without 
any  claim,  let,  or  molestation  on  the  part  of  said  Paviy  or  any 
person  claiming  under  him.  That  defendant  is  advised  and 
insists,  that  after  such  long  and  continuous  possession  of  the 
premises,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  title  and  interest  of  said 
Paul  therein,  were  duly  conveyed  unto  said  Richard  Owings, 
in  execution  of  said  agreement. 

That  full  and  entire  possession  of  the  premises  was  delivered 
by  the  said  Richard  Owings  to  complainant,  shortly  after  the 
execution  of  said  bond  of  conveyance,  and  the  complainant 
held  and  enjoyed  such  possession,  quietly,  until  the  year  1830, 
when  he  freely  and  voluntarily  surrendered  the  possession  to 
this  defendant,  under  the  following  circumstances:  Defendant 
and  his  co-executor  recovered  judgment  on  two  of  complain- 
ant's promissory  notes,  upon  which  executions  were  issued,  and 
placed  in  the  hands  of  Richard  Igleharty  sheriff  of  Anne 
Arundel  county,  in  which  said  judgments  were  recovered,  who, 
in  virtue  thereof,  seized  said  premises  and  duly  sold  the  same 
to  this  defendant,  on  or  about  the  9th  of  June,  1830,  for  a  large 
sum  of  money,  which  defendant  has  fully  paid  and  satisfied. 
That  complainant  was  present  at  said  sale,  and  acquiesced 
therein ,  making  no  objection  whatever  to  the  regularity  there- 
44        V.8 
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of,  and  shortly  thereafter,  freely  abandoned  the  poesesnon 
thereof  to  defendant,  who  held  the  same  without  objection  on 
the  part  of  complainant,  from  that  time  until  the  year  1846. 
The  answer  denies  that  complainant  was  feeble  in  body,  or 
weak  in  mind,  as  charged  in  the  bill,  and  avers  that  defendant, 
relying  on  the  title  thus  acquired,  has  made  large  and  exten- 
sive improvements  on  said  premises^  and  insists  that  he  is  to  be 
treated  as  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration ^  without  no- 
tice of  complainant's  pretended  claim.  The  answer  further 
says,  that  in  the  year  1845,  defendant  agreed  to  sell  said  pre- 
mises to  Baldwin  and  Wheeler j  when  it  was  discovered  that 
no  conveyance  had  passed  from  said  Paul  to  Richard  OwingSj 
and  to  obviate  this  objection,  defendant,  contrary  to  the  advice 
of  his  own  counsel,  who  expressed  an  opinion,  that,  under  the 
circumstances,  a  conveyance  from  said  Paul  would  be  pre- 
sumed, caused  a  bill  to  be  filed  against  the  heirs  at  law  of  said 
Paul^  for  a  conveyance  of  his  interest  in  said  premises;  that 
the  effort  to  obtain  this  conveyance,  being  attended  with  more 
expense  than  was  at  first  anticipated  ^  he  caused  said  bill  to  be 
dismissed.  The  defendant  further  insists^  that  there  is  yet  due 
from  comfdainant  a  laige  amount  on  his  notes  to  said  Richard 
OwingSy  which  he  ought  to  be  required  to  pay^  before  obtaining 
any  relief. 

The  answer  of  Samuel  Owitigs,  the  other  executor,  adopts 
that  of  his  co-defendant,  James j  and  that  of  Richard  J^lehari 
simply  asserts,  that  he  sold  the  premises  to  James  OwingSy  as 
stated  in  the  answer  of  the  latter,  and  has  executed  a  deed 
therefor  to  the  purchaser. 

The  proof  taken  under  the  commission,  shows:  Ist.  In  re- 
ference to  the  title  of  Ric/iard  Owings  in  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion, a  deed  from  James  Carey y  dated  7th  of  October,  1799, 
conveying  the  Quilford  milk  to  said  Richard  OwingSy  in  fee, 
for  the  consideration  of  jSl  ,200.  Another  from  Richard  Odky 
dated  24th  of  May,  1799,  conveying  to  Richard  Owings  and 
haac  PatU  the  adjoining  lands,  containing  one  hundred  and 
twenty-seven  acres,  for  the  consideration  of  ^300.  Also  the 
agreement  of  Isaac  Pauly  recited  in  the  opinion,  dated  20tb  of 
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April^  1818,  wilh  the  testimony  of  Samuel  Broton,  Jr,y  and 
Basil  OwingMy  the  attesting  witnesses  thereto,  ''that  the  pro- 
perty in  question  was  about  to  be  sold  under  execution,  at  suit 
of  Richard  OwingSy  against  said  Paulj  when  the  agreement 
was  made,  that  Owifigs  was  to  give  Paul  $6,000  for  the  pro- 
perly, which  amount  was  to  be  credited  upon  judgments  which 
Owings  had  against  Pavl,  Brown  was  security  for  Paul^  and 
paid  the  balance  due  on  the  judgments,  and  the  $$5,000  was 
credited.  Possession  was  delivered  shortly  after  this  agreement. 
This  agreement  was  to  pass  all  the  interest  of  Paul  in  the  pre- 
mises. 2nd.  As  to  the  title  of  the  complainant,  Jos.  OioingMj 
a  deed  from  Richard  Iglehart,  sheriff,  dated  3rd  of  June,  1846, 
conveying  to  said  James  Owings  the  whole  property  in  ques- 
tion, taken  in  execution  and  sold  under  writs  of  ^.  fa.  issued 
against  Zachariah  Potdton;  and  another  deed  from  the  same 
party,  dated  17th  of  March,  1846,  executed  for  the  purpose  of 
curing  certain  defects  in  the  original  deed ;  also  proof  sustain- 
ing the  answer  of  said  James  Owings  to  the  bill  of  Potdton. 
3rd.  As  to  the  agreement  charged  in  the  bill  of  Owings,  and 
the  possession  of  the  appellees  of  the  premises,  the  evidence  is 
sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

On  the  2nd  of  March,  1848,  the  chancellor  (Johnson,) 
passed  a  decree  dismissing  the  bill,  from  which  the  complainant 
a}^pealed.  The  opinion  of  the  chancellor,  accompanying  this 
decree,  is  reported  in  1^/  Md.  Ch.  Decisions,  120. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorsey,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
Spence,  Magruder,  Martin,  and  Frick,  J. 

By  Thos.  S.  Alexander,  for  the  appellant,  and 
By  R.  J.  Brent  and  Neilson  Poe,  for  the  appellees. 

Dorsey,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

That  an  oral  contract  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of  the  lands, 
mentioned  in  the  proceedings  in  this  cause,  existed  prior  to  the 
1st  day  of  June,  1846,  and  that  it  never  has  been  abandoned 
or  rescinded  by  the  concurrence  of  both  parlies,  we  regard  as 
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fully  and  satisfactorily  established  by  the  proof  in  the  recoid 
before  us.  And  it  is  equally  clear^  thai  a  compliance  with  the 
terms  and  condition  of  this  contract,  did  not  take  place  at  the 
time  anticipated  by  the  parties  ^  in  consequence  of  the  vendee's 
objections  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  vendors'  title;  which  objec- 
tions he  promised  to  have  removed  in  a  very  short  time.  That 
both  parlies  being  desirous  that  the  property  contracted  for 
should  not  remain  unoccupied  and  unproductive^  during  the 
time  about  to  be  consumed  by  the  complainant  in  perfecting 
his  title,  the  original  contract  being  left  unrescinded  and  un- 
changed, except  as  to  the  time  for  its  consummation,  entered 
into  a  subsidiary  agreement,  whereby  it  was  stipulated,  that 
the  defendants  should  take  immediate  possession  of  the  property 
purchased  and  hold  it,  as  (he  tenant  of  Jonnes  Owiugs,  at  the 
rate  of  $900  a  year,  until  the  objections  to  his  titk  conld  be 
removed;  which  removal,  it  was  the  anticipation  and  under- 
standing of  the  parties,  could  be  effected  in  a  very  short  time. 
This  condition  of  the  parties,  with  regard  to  possession,  which 
commenced  on  the  Istof  June,  1846,  is  satisfactorily  proved 
by  two  witnesses,  Oambrill  and  Poe^  who,  in  onr  interpreta- 
tion of  ihe  other  proof  in  the  cause,  wholly  stand  uncontra- 
dicted. Complainant,  after  spending  much  more  time  than 
was  anticipated,  in  efforts,  (partially  unavailing,)  for  the  per- 
fection of  his  title  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  defendants,  received 
notice  from  them,  in  February,  1846,  that  unless  a  clear  tide 
in  the  complainant  were  made  to  appear,  they  would  give  up 
ihe  contract  and  abandon  the  possession  of  the  premises,  which 
they  accordingly  did,  about  ihe  1st  day  of  June,  1846.  On 
the  20th  of  May,  1846,  the  present  bill  of  complaint  was  filed 
against  ihe  defendants,  to  enforce  the  specific  execution  of  the 
contract  between  them,  allying  his  ability  to  give  a  good  title 
to  the  property  purchased.  The  defendants  having  denied 
almost  all  the  allegations  in  the  bill,  have  pleaded  the  statute 
of  frauds,  and  deny  their  obligation  to  accept  the  title  which 
the  plaintiff  is  able  to  give  them.  In  proof  of  his  ability  to 
execute  the  requisite  conveyance,  the  plaintiff  has  shown  a  title 
in  Richard  Owings  for  the  OuUfard  Mills,  by  a  deed  exe- 
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cuted  by  James  Carey ^  in  1799;  and  of  his  right  to  the  adjoin- 
ing lands,  he  exhibits  the  deed  of  their  former  owner^  Richard 
Odkj  to  Richard  Owings  and  Isaac  Paul^  as  joint  tenants  in 
fee^  dated  in  May>  1799.     It  appears  by  the  proof  in  the  cause, 
that  the  property  mentioned  in  both  those  deeds  was^  before 
the  year  1813,  held,  and  the  mill  carried  on  for  the  benefit  of 
Richard  Owings  and  Isaac  Patdf  in  the  name  of  '^  Owings 
and  Pat4/  "     That  in  or  about  the  year  1813,  Richard  Ow- 
ings sold  out  all  his  interest  in  the  property  to  Isacu^  Paulj 
who  thenceforth  held  and  carried  on  the  same,  in  his  own 
name,  until  the  20th  of  April  1818,  when  Isaac  Paul  sold  out 
all  his  interest  in  the  premises  to  Richard  OwingSy  and  gave 
to  him  a  paper,  signed  by  Paul  and  attested  by  two  witnesses, 
stating,  that  Paul  had  on  that  day  agreed  to  take  $5^000  for 
his  right  and  interest  in  the  Ouil/ord  Mills  and-  the  adjoining 
land,  ^' which  is  now  bound  by  a  judgment  held  by  3^. 
Ric/iard  Owings j  and  under  execution  for  the  same."    And 
it  was  also  proved  by  the  said  subscribing  witnesses,  that  it  was 
the  agreement  between  the  said  Richard  Owings  and  Isaac 
Pauly  that  the  $5,000  were  to  be  credited  on  the  judgments 
which  Richard  Owings  had  against  Isaac  Paul;  which  credit 
was  then  given  in  PauVs  presence,  and  Samuel  Broum,  Jr., 
one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses,  who  was  the  security  of  Paul, 
paid  to  Richard  Owings  the  balance  due  on  the  judgment. 
In  consequence  of  this  sale,  Pavly  in  less  than  a  month  after- 
wards, delivered  the  possession  of  the  property  to  Richard  Ow- 
ingSy  who,  with  those  claiming  under  him,  have  ever  since 
been  in  the  possession  and  enjoyment  thereof.     It  does  not 
appear  that  Richard  Owings  ever  executed  a  deed  to  Pauly 
or  Paul  to  Richard  Owings.    Richard  Owings  died  about 
the  year  1819,  and  Paul  about  the  year  1826. 

Assuming,  then^  that  the  complainant  held  all  the  title  which 
Richard  Owings  would  possess,  had  he  lived  till  the  present 
day,  and  continued  in  the  uninterrupted  possession  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  CfuUford  Mills  and  the  adjoining  lands,  has  the 
plaintiff  such  a  title  as  the  defendants  are  bound  to  accept  un- 
der the  contract  in  this  case,  is  the  first  question  which  presents 
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itself  for  our  determination?  Had  the  adjoining  lands,  the 
one  hundred  and  twenty-seven  acres^  which  were  conveyed 
by  Richard  OcUe  to  Richard  Omngs  and  Isaac  Paul,  been 
conveyed  to  Richard  Owings  only,  as  the  ChiUford  Milb  had 
been  by  Carey^  this  question  ought  to  be  answered  in  the 
affirmative.  Because  no  belief  can,  rationally,  be  entertained 
for  a  moment,  that  a  court  of  equity,  under  any  aspect  in 
which  the  fact  and  circumstances  of  the  case  could  be  brought 
before  it,  could  sanction  the  claim  of  the  heirs  of  Isaac  Paul 
in  attempting  to  assert  an  equitable  title  to  the  property  in  con- 
troversy. In  respect  to  their  claim  of  legal  title,  it  could  not 
be  pretended  that  they  had  any. 

But  the  deed  from  Odle  did  not  transfer  the  one  hundred 
and  twenty-seven  acres  of  land  adjoining  the  Ghdlford  Mills 
to  Richard  Owings  only,  but  to  Richard  Omngs  and  Isaac 
Paidy  as  joint  tenants  in  fee;  and  Paid,  by  right  of  survivor- 
ship, became,  at  law,  the  sole  owner  in  fee  of  the  land  covered 
by  the  deed  from  Odle,  and,  at  law,  so  continued,  notwith- 
standing the  unregistered  contracts  which  had,  from  time  to 
time,  been  entered  into  between  him  and  Richard  Omngs. 
It  is  apparent,  therefore,  that  James  Owings^  apart  from  the 
title  claimed  by  him  from  long  continued  possession  and  the 
statute  of  limitations,  has,  at  law,  in  the  adjoining  lands,  no 
title.  Under  the  contract  with  James  Omngs,  the  defendants, 
upon  performance  on  their  part,  had  a  right  to  demand,  and 
were  not  bound  to  accept  any  thing  short  of  an  unincumbered 
legal  estate  in  fee.  If  authorities  be  requisite  for  such  a  pro- 
position, they  may  be  found  in  2  Sag.  Vend.,  139,  where  it  is 
said,  'Mf  the  contract  is  general,  it  amounts  to  an  undertaking 
for  the  conveyance  of  a  legal  estate;  and  if  the  seller  have  no 
more  than  an  equitable  one,  the  contract  is  not  binding  upon 
the  purchaser  at  law,  nor,  as  we  have  seen,  in  equity,  if  the  sel- 
ler cannot  procure  the  legal  title:"  and  in  the  opinion  of  (yiief 
Justice  Marslially  in  Garnett,  Sfc,  vs.  Mason,  ct  al.,  1  Gall, 
368,  who  says:  ^<  Both  on  principle  and  authority,  I  think  it 
very  clear,  that  a  specific  performance  will  not  be  decreed  on 
the  application  of  the  vendor,  unless  his  ability  to  make  such 
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a  title,  as  he  has  agreed  \o  make,  be  unquestionable. ''  '<  He 
bad  a  right  to  expect  an  unincumbered  estate  in  fee-simple 
would  be  conveyed  to  him."  The  proviso  in  the  quotation 
from  Sug.  Vend.y  'Mf  the  seller  cannot  procure  the  legal  title," 
can  be  of  no  avail  to  the  plaintiff.  The  case  before  us,  is  not 
that  of  a  vendee  going  into  a  court  of  equity  to  be  discharged 
from  the  obligation  of  performing  his  contract,  on  the  ground 
that  the  vendor  has  but  an  equitable  title,  where  the  court  will 
withhold  the  relief  sought,  until  the  vendor  has  an  opportunity 
of  proceeding  in  chancery  to  convert  his  equitable  into  a  legal 
title.  But  it  is  the  case  of  a  vendor,  who,  (as  is  assumed,)  has 
gone  into  equity,  to  render  his  title  perfect  at  law,  has  failed  to 
do  so,  and  dismissed  his  proceedings  for  that  purpose,  and  turns 
round  and  files  his  bill  in  chancery  to  coerce  the  specific  per- 
formance of  his  contract,  and  to  compel  the  vendees  to  accept 
his  title  in  its  then  condition. 

In  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  it  is  alleged,  that  the  possession 
held  by  him  and  those  under  whom  he  claims,  since  the  con- 
tract, in  April  1818,  between  Richard  Owings  and  Is€umc 
PmUf  vests  in  the  {daintiff  a  clear  and  unquestionable  legal 
title,  which  the  defendants  are  bound  to  accept.  In  1  Hep- 
kins  Ch>  R.y  436,  Seym&ur  vs.  De  Lancey,  et  al.y  on  a  bill 
filed  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
land,  it  was  held,  that  a  ^Hitle  by  adverse  possession  for  twenty- 
five  years  would  be  suflScient,  if  eslablislied,  to  preclude  all 
other  questions."  In  2  Sv^.  Vend.,  125,  we  find  it  stated, 
that  ^^in  a  case  where  a  close  called  the  ^Oroyle,^  had  always 
been,  known  by  that  name,  and  had  been  possessed  by  the 
seller  and  his  ancestors  as  part  of  the  estate  sold,  but  no  mention 
was  made  of  it  in  the  deeds  by  name,  and  all  the  other  lands 
were  particularly  described,  the  court  considered  the  evidence 
of  title  to  be  merely  that  of  long  possession ,  and  held  that  the 
purchaser  was  not  bound  to  accept  the  title."  And  the  case 
of  BamwaU  vs.  Harris ^  1  Taunt,  y  430,  ^sustains  the  princi- 
ple, that  a  purchaser  is  not  bound  to  accept  a  title,  dependent 
for  its  establishment  on  oral  testimony,  resting  in  the  peculiar 
knowledge  of  a  single  witness.     Without  attempting  to  recon- 
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cile  tbese  authorities^  apparently  somewhat  in  conflict;  or  con- 
tending, that  no  case  can  arise  in  which  a  vendee  would  be 
required  to  accept  a  vendor's  title,  resting  entirely  for  its  sus- 
tentation  on  his  adverse,  uninterrupted  and  notorious  possession 
for  upwards  of  twenty  years^  this  court  will  content  itself  in 
saying,  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause  has  not  shewn  himself 
80  entitled  to  the  lands  sold,  as  to  authorise  a  court  of  equity 
to  decree  the  specific  performance  of  the  contract,  and  to  coerce 
the  defendants  to  accept  the  title  of  the  vendor  in  the  condition 
in  which  it  is  offered. 

The  facts  upon  which  the  appellant  asserts  the  sufficiency 
of  his  legal  title,  are  the  following  paper,  and  the  evidence  of 
the  subscribing  witnesses  thereto,  and  the  evidence  of  subse- 
quent continuous  possession.  The  paper  is  in  the  following 
terms : 

"  4prtf  20/A,  1818. 

I  this  day  have  agreed  to  take  $5,000  for  my  right  and  inter- 
est for  Guilford  MiUs,  which  is  now  bound  by  a  judgment 
held  by  Mr.  Richard  Owin^^j  and  under  execution  for  the 
same,  and  all  the  equitable  right,  title  and  interest  I  have  in 
the  laud  adjoining,  which  shall  be  clear  of  dower. 

Isaac  Paul." 

<^  Samuel  Brown ^  Jr.,  Basil  Owiugs.*^ 

This  paper  of  itself,  if  capable  of  perpetual  preservation, 
cannot  be  regarded,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  as  transferring 
any  title  to  the  property  mentioned  therein  to  Richard  Ourings 
or  any  body  else;  it  is  nothing  more  than  the  written  declara- 
tion of  Iscuic  Paulf  that  he  had  on  that  day  agreed  to  take  for 
it  the  sum  of  money  he  named.  But  that  Richard  OwingSf 
or  any  other  person,  was  in  treaty  for  its  purchase,  or  bad 
agreed  to  become  its  purchaser,  is  a  fact  of  which  the  paper, 
per  9ey  furnishes  no  evidence.  The  paper  alone,  as  a  contract, 
has  no  operation,  and  its  character,  as  such,  is  only  shewn  by 
the  testimony  of  the  two  subscribing  witnesses,  who  proved 
that  it  was  intended  as  an  agreement  of  sale  between  Itaac 
Paul  and  Richard  Owings;  and  that  the  $5,000  were  to  be 
credited  on  judgments  of  Richard  Owings  against  Isaac  Paul, 
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under  which  the  property  was  taken  in  eseculion  and  about  to 
be  sold ;  that  the  credit  was  forthwith  given  accordingly,  and 
the  possession  of  the  properly,  witli  the  key  of  the  mills,  was 
delivered  to  Richard  Owings  by  Paul,  before  the  9th  of  May, 
1818.  That  Richard  OwiiigSy  and  those  claiming  under 
him,  had  ever  since  been  in  possession,  was  proved  as  well  by 
the  attesting  as  other  witnesses.  Upon  this  statement  of  facts, 
it  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  under  the  afore- 
going agreement,  from  tlie  time  of  the  delivery  of  possession 
by  Paul^  in  May,  1818,  till  the  month  of  June,  1845,  the  pos- 
session of  the  plaintiff,  and  those  under  whom  he  claims,  was 
known  to  Paul,  was  held  adversely,  and  must  be  deemed  suffi- 
cient evidence  to  prevent  the  successful  prosecution  of  any  pro- 
ceedings, either  at  law  or  in  equity,  which  those  claiming 
under  Isaac  Paid  might  hereafter  institute  for  the  recovery  of 
the  properly  in  question,  or  any  portion  of  it.  If  all  the  facts 
detailed  in  the  testimony  of  the  subscribing  witnesses,  in  rela- 
tion to  the  agreement  of  April,  1818,  between  Paul  and  Rich' 
ard  Owings y  were,  like  the  possession,  matters  of  notoriety, 
resting  in  the  knowledge  of  the  neighborhood  in  which  they 
transpired,  so  as  to  be  readily  susceptible  of  proof,  in  the  event 
of  future  litigation  between  the  heirs  of  Paul  and  these  defend- 
ants, the  present  appeal,  to  the  discretion  of  the  court  of  chan- 
cery, would  be  far  stronger  than  it  is  in  the  attitude  in  which 
it  is  now  presented.  But  such  is  not  the  character  of  the  testi- 
mony now  relied  on.  The  material  and  most  important  facts 
to  which  the  subscribing  witnesses  have  testified,  and  which 
are  mainly  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff,  appear  to  rest  exclusively 
in  their  individual  knowledge.  With  their  decease,  (and  one 
of  them  it  is  said  no  longer  exists,)  all  means  of  establishing 
the  important  facts  to  which  they  deposed  are  lost.  Looking 
to  the  precarious  duration  of  the  proof  on  which  the  tide  of  the 
plaintiff  depends,  to  the  fact  that  he  filed  a  bill  in  chancery 
against  the  heirs  of  Paul,  to  procure  from  them  a  conveyance 
by  wliich  his  title  at  law  was  to  be  perfected,  and  afterwards 
dismissed  it;  and  to  the  additional  fact,  (hat  on  the  records  of 
the  court  in  which  the  judgments  against  Paul  were  rendered, 
45        v.8 
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no  entry  of  the  credit  of  $5,000  has  been  made,  could  a  court 
of  equity,  having  a  due  regard  to  the  claims  that  might  arise 
from  the  heirs  of  Pauly  upon  the  death  of  the  remaining  aUest- 
ing  witness,  compel  the  defendants  to  accept  a  title,  the  con- 
tinuance of  which  is  so  contingent  and  uncertain?  We  think 
not. 

It  has  been  insisted  by  the  defendants,  that  they  cannot  be 
required  to  receive  the  title  proffered  them  by  the  plaintiff,  be- 
cause *there  is  a  suit  now  pending  against  him  in  the  court  of 
chancery,  (commenced  since  the  bill  now  before  us  was  filed,) 
by  one  2!dc/iariah  Povliony  for  the  recovery  of  the  property, 
the  subject  of  controversy  in  this  case,  in  which  he  alleged, 
that  on  the  9th  of  May,  1818,  he  purchased  the  same  of  Rich- 
ard OmngSf  and  gave  his  eleven  promissory  notes,  each  for 
the  sum  of  $1,000,  was  immediately  put  into  possession  thereof 
by  Richard  OwingSj  who  gave  a  bond  of  conveyance  therefor; 
and  thai  be  continued  in  the  full  possession  and  enjoyment  of 
bis  purchase  until  the  year  1830,  when  he  was  wrongfully  dis- 
possessed, by  a  fraudulent  combination  between  the  plaintiff 
and  Richard  Ighhartj  the  sheriff  of  Anne  Arundel  county, 
they  pretending  that  there  had  been  a  sale  of  the  property  to 
the  plaintiff,  under  one  or  more  writs  oi  fieri  facias^  upon 
judgments  against  PouUonj  at  the  suit  of  Samuel  and  James 
OunngSf  executors  of  Richard  Owinga.  The  answer  of 
James  Owings  swore  away  all  the  equity  of  the  bill,  and  the 
answer  is  abundantly  sustained  by  the  testimony  before  us. 
In  addition  to  the  exhibition  of  the  sheriff's  deed,  the  judg- 
ments and  executions  under  which  the  property  was  sold,  the 
oral  testimony  most  satisfactorily  shews,  that  the  property  was 
sold  by  the  sheriff,  at  a  bona  fide  ^  public  and  fair  sale,  at  which 
Poulton  was  present,  made  no  objection  to  it,  and  soon  after, 
voluntarily,  gave  full  possession  to  James  OwingSy  which  he 
and  those  claiming  under  him,  have  ever  since  uninterruptedly 
held.  The  question  thence  arises,  is  the  pendency  of  this  suit^ 
under  such  circumstances,  a  sufficient  ground  for  the  refusal  of 
a  courl  of  equity  to  compel  the  defendants  to  execute  their  con- 
tract?   We  do  not  so  regard  it.    If  it  were  so^  it  would  estab- 
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Itsh  a  most  unjost  and  inconvenient  principle ,  by  which  an 
unscrupulous  vendee  might  always  evade  the « performance  of 
his  contract,  by  inducing  a  factitious  claimant  to  institute  pro- 
ceedinga  against  the  vendor,  at  law  or  in  equity,  for  the  recov- 
ery of  the  property  sold,  or  to  establish  some  pretended  lien 
upon  it,  after  the  vendor  had  filed  his  bill  for  the  specific  exe- 
cution of  the  contract.  That  the  mere  commencement  of  a 
suit,  for  the  recovery  of  the  whole  or  a  part  of  the  land  sold, 
after -the  filing  of  a  bill  for  the  specific  execution  of  the  contract 
of  sale,  is  not,  of  itself,  sufficient  to  prevent  the  vendees  being 
decreed  to  accept  the  title^  provided  it  appears  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  court,  that  the  suit  so  commenced  cannot  be  suc- 
cessfully prosecuted.  See  the  case  of  Osbaldiston  vs.  AskeWy 
1  Russell,  160.  In  2  Sug.  Veud.,  124,  it  is  stated,  that  '<it 
is  not  a  conclusive  objection  to  a  title,  that  a  third  party  has 
filed  a  bill  against  the  seller,  claiming  a  light  to  the  estate,  but 
the  nature  of  the  adverse  claim  will  be  examined  into."  If 
this  be  done,  the  claim  asserted  by  PouUon  in  his  bill  in  chan- 
cery, under  the  circumstances  disclosed  in  the  record  before  us, 
furnishes  no  ground  against  decreeing  a  specific  performance 
of  the  contract  sought  to  be  enforced  against  the  defendants. 
It  being  manifest,  that  Ptmltan^s  entire  interest  in  the  property 
in  dispute,  was  legally  sold  and  conveyed  to  the  plaintiflT. 

The  purchase  made  by  James  Owings  of  the  sheriff  of 
Anne  Arundel  county,  who  sold  Zachariah  Paultan^s  interest 
in  the  Guilford  Mills  and  the  adjoining  lands,  under  two  writs 
o(  fieri  facias  y  issued  on  judgments  obtained  against  him  by 
the  executors  o[  Richard  Owings,  being  the  only  title  which 
the  plaintiff  professes  to  possess,  or  to  be  able  to  give  to  the  de- 
fendants, we  are  necessarily  led  to  the  inquiry  as  to  the  nature 
and  character  of  that  title.  The  executors  having  issued  exe- 
cutions against  Zachariah  PouUon,  the  only  power  thereby 
communicated  to  the  sheriff,  or  which  he  could  exercise  under 
them,  in  reference  to  the  property  in  question,  was  to  seize 
and  sell  the  interest  and  estate  of  PouUon  therein.  What  was 
that  interest?  An  equitable  title  derived  from  Richard  Ow- 
ings,  under  a  bond  of  conveyance^  and  payment  of  part  of  the 
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purchase  money.  The  legal  tiile  he  could  not  have  bought, 
because  Ponltum  never  possessed  it,  and,  consequently,  he  could 
not  derive  it  from  any  deed  which  the  sheriff  had  authority  to 
execute.  And  the  equitable  title,  thus  purchased  by  the  plain- 
tiff, was  held  by  him,  subject  to  an  unquestionable  lien  for  the 
balance  of  the  purchase  money  due  by  Poulton  to  the  executors 
of  Richard  Owi^igs.  Conceding,  then,  that  Richard  Owings 
was  possessed  of  a  legal  estate  in  the  property  sold  to  Poulton ^ 
at  the  time  of  the  sale,  which  is  the  most  favorable  assumption 
that  can  be  made  for  the  plaintiff,  his  title  being  purely  equita- 
ble, the  defendants  were  not  bound  to  accept  it,  and,  a  fortiori, 
were  they  not  bound  to  receive  it,  until  disencumbered  of  such 
a  lien  as  thai  which  attached  to  it.  Had  they  accepted  it, 
and,  to  obtain  a  legal  title,  had  filed  a  bill  in  chancery  against 
the  heirs  of  Richard  OwingSy  the  chancellor  would  not  have 
recognised  them  as  having  any  standing  before  him^  but  upon 
their  paying  or  offering  to  pay  the  balance  of  (be  purchase 
money  due  by  Potdion. 

But  the  defendants  could  not  be  compelled  specifically  to 
perform  the  contract  on  another  ground.  The  contract  not 
having  been  reduced  to  writing,  and  the  statute  of  frauds  being 
relied  on  in  the  answer,  as  a  bar  to  the  relief  sought  by  the 
bill,  it  was  the  incumbent  duty  of  the  plaintiff^  before  he  could 
obtain  a  decree  for  specific  execution,  to  prove  the  act  of  part 
performance  charged  in  the  bill,  it  being  the  only  mean»  by 
which  the  bar  of  the  statute  could  be  evaded.  This  act  of  part 
performance,  viz. :  the  entering  by  the  defendants  into  poBses- 
sion,  under  the  contract  of  the  premises  purchased,  the  plaintiff 
having  wholly  failed  to  prove,  even  if  his  title  were  free  from 
all  exceptions,  to  a  decree  for  a  specific  execution  of  the  eon- 
tract,  he  has  not  shown  himself  entitled. 

The  only  remaining  reason  assigned  for  the  reversal  of  the 
decree  of  the  chancellor,  is^  that  it  did  not  award  to  the  plaintiff 
the  rent  to  which,  by  the  proof,  he  has  shown  himself  to  be 
entitled.  In  not  decreeing  such  an  allowance  the  chancellor 
did  not  err,  because  the  subsidiary  contract,  which  warranted 
the  allowance,  was  not  averred  in  the  bill.     It  is  true^  as  con- 
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he.  argument  for  the  appellees,  that  in  an  action 

;nt  might  be  sued  for  and  recovered^  and  that  for 

le  plaintiff  suffers  no  loss  by  its  non-allowance  by 

or.     But  the  institution  of  such  suit  now  by  the 

uld  be  a  fruitless  experiment,  the  statute  of  limita- 

a  flat  bar  to  such  an  action.     As  the  rent  in  ques- 

/  due  to  the  plaintiff,  and  might  have  been  decreed 

Lthe  appropriate  averments  and  prayer  been  inserted 

this  court,  believing  that  justice  will  not  be  attained, 

in  affirmance  or  reversal  of  the  decree  of  the  chan- 

l\  sign  an  order  remanding  this  case  to  the  court  of 

L  pursuant  to  the  6th  sec.  of  the  act  of  1832,  ch.  302, 

laintiff,  by  an  amendment  of  his  pleadings,  may  place 

n  ^  situation  to  obtain  the  relief  indicated  in  the  afore- 

pinion,  and  that  such  further  proceedings  may  be  had 

OS  the  nature  of  tt^jS  case  may  require. 

CAUSE  REMANDED 

tTNDER  ACT  OF  1832. 


Thomas  S.  Hays,  Amos  Hollis,  and  Mary  Herbert,  t;^. 
Francis  Hollis,  by  her  next  friend^  James  A.  Sut- 
ton.— December  J  1849. 


Relief  wiU  Im  granted  against  a  deed  where  oppression  or  imposition  has  lieen 
practised  in  obtaining  it ;  and  gross  inadequacy  of  price  is  one  of  the  evi- 
dences of  such  imposition  or  oppression. 

Where  one  person  advances  the  purchase  money  for  land,  and  a  deed  is  taken 
in  the  name  of  another,  a  resulting  trust  is  created  by  operation  of  law,  in 
favor  of  the  party  advancing  the  purchase  money,  and  parol  proof  may  be 
used  to  prove  these  facts,  which,  when  established,  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute  of  frauds. 

No  such  resulting  trust  will  arise  where  a  settlement  or  donation  is  deliber. 
ately  designed  by  a  party  competent  to  make  it. 

Payment  or  advance  of  the  purchase  money  by  the  party  claiming  the  trust. 
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before  or  at  the  time  of  the  purebavB,  ie  indifpentable  to  the  creation  of 
■ach  a  traflt. 

In  this  ease  relief  was  refused,  becanse  the  testimony  did  not  make  oat  a  case 
within  the  abore  principles  of  law. 

The  rnle  of  law  which  denies  to  a  party  claimingr  under  a  deed,  the  privileges 
of  sustaining  it  by  any  other  consideration  than  that  mentioned  in  it,  does  not 
allow  a  iprantor  or  donor  to  destroy  his  own  deed,  by  showing  a  considera- 
tion different  from  the  one  expressed  on  its  face« 

Cases  may  occur  where  it  may  be  indicative  to  a  greater  or  less  extent  of 
fraud,  imposition,  or  imbecility,  but  a  smaller  or  different  consideration  can 
never,  o€  itself,  avail  a  grantor  or  donor,  of  competent  intellect,  to  avoid 
his  sirfemn  deed,  executed  with  full  knowledge  and  free  consent. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Chancery, 

The  original  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  on  the  equity  side  of 
Harford  county  court,  on  (he  21st  of  May,  1840^  by  the  ap- 
pellee against  the  appellants,  Hays  and  HoUiSy  praying,  upon 
the  grounds  therein  stated;  that  one  of  thecn  (HaySj)  might  be 
declared  to  hold  certain  property  which  had  been  conveyed  to 
bim  by  the  complainant  and  her  husband,  Amos  HoUis,  ihe 
other  defendant,  in  trust  for  her  separate  use,  or  that  a  new 
tru8tee%hould  be  appointed  for  that  purpose,  to  whom  the  said 
Hays  should  be  required  to  execute  a  conveyance  of  (he  pro- 
perty, and  for  general  relief. 

The  bill,  and  supplemental  bill,  which  latter  was  filed  in 
May,  1843,  allege,  in  substance,  that  (he  complainant  was, 
upon  her  marriage,  seized,  in  her  own  right,  in  fee, of  a  parcel 
of  land  containing  about  one  hundred  acres,  and  worth  upwards 
of  $2,000.  That  her  husband,  from  whom  she  separated  some 
time  after  the  marriage,  was  a  man  of  intemperate  and  prodigal 
habits,  and  that  his  interest  in  said  land,  whatever  it  was,  ac- 
quired by  the  marriage,  after  being  repeatedly  taken  in  execu- 
tion, was  finally  purchased,  at  a  constable's  sale,  by  a  certain 
Thomas  Hendon.  That  being  destitute  of  any  other  property^ 
and  having  no  other  home  bur  this,  she  procured  from  a  friend 
the  money  to  re-purchase  it  from  Hendorty  and  supposing  that, 
to  secure  it  from  the  consequences  of  her  husband's  extrava- 
gance, the  conveyance  must  be  made  to  some  third  person,  the 
said  Hendofij  and  herself,  and  her  husband,  by  their  deeds^ 
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dated  respectively  on  the  3rd  and  the  12tli  of  September^  1836, 
conveyed  the  property  to  the  defendant^  Bays,  under  the  ex- 
press understanding  and  agreement,  that  it  should  be  held  by 
him^  in  trust,  for  the  separate  use  of  the  complainant,  and  sub- 
ject  to  her  control.  That  no  consideration  was  paid  by  Hays 
for  the  land,  which  was  conveyed  to  him  as  the  friend  of  the 
complainant,  and  for  the  purpose  aforesaid.  That  the  deed 
from  the  complainant  and  her  husband  to  HaySy  though  abso^ 
lute  upon  its  face,  was  intended  to  be  iu  trust  for  her,  and  that 
it  was  procured  by  fraud  and  imposition  upon  her  credulity  and 
ignorance,  and  that  Hays  now  fraudulently  denies  that  com- 
plainant has  any  interest  in  the  property,  claiming  to  hold  the 
same  as  his  own,  absolutely.  That  when  the  complainant 
executed  the  deed,  which  she  never  read,  she  supposed  it  to  be 
in  proper  form  to  accomplish  the  object  contemplated  by  her, 
relying  entirely  upon  the  representations  of  Hays,  &c. 

The  answer  of  Hays  admits  that  the  complainant  was  seized 
of  the  land  as  stated,  and  that  the  husband,  an  intemperate 
and  improvident  man,  has,  for  several  years,  been  living  sepa- 
rate and  apart  from  her.  That  her  husband's  interest,  acquired 
by  the  marriage,  was  levied  on  by  his  creditors,  and  sold  to 
Hendon,  as  stated,  and  that  conveyances  at  the  periods  men- 
tioned, were  made  to  him,  the  defendant,  by  Hendon  and  his 
wife,  and  the  complainant  and  her  husband.  The  trust,  bow- 
ever,  as  chaiged,  is  denied  in  positive  terms,  and  the  answer 
then  proceeds  to  state,  that  the  complainant  has  no  children, 
and  his,  the  defendant's  wife,  is  her  niece,  being  the  daughter 
of  a  sister.  That  Hendon  being  in  possession  of  the  property 
under  his  purchase,  had,  for  several  years,  permitted  the  com- 
plainant to  occupy  a  part  of  the  dwelling  house  thereon,  but  in 
the  year  1836,  be  became  disposed  to  sell  his  interest,  and  had 
agreed  with  some  one  for  the  purchase  thereof.  That  com- 
plainant then  sent  for  him,  the  defendant,  and  staling  that  her 
health  was  feeble,  and  that  she  did  not  expect  to  survive  her 
husband,  proposed  to  him,  if  he  would  purchase  the  title  of 
Hendon^  and  would  procure  her  husband  to  join  in  the  con- 
veyance, she  would  convey  to  the  defendant  her  residuary  in- 
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terest  in  the  land,  it  having  always  been  her  intention  to  give 
to  the  defendant's  wife  whatever  property  she  might  have, and 
(hat  not  only  was  there  a  total  silence  in  regard  to  a  trust,  but 
that  nothing  was  ever  said  or  alluded  to  upon  the  subject  of  any 
obligation  on  the  part  of  defendant,  to  provide  for  tlie  support, 
or  to  permit  the  complainant  to  occupy  a  part  of  the  dwelling 
house,  as  Hendon  had  done,  though  it  is  probable  she  may  have 
believed  that  he  would  do  so.  That  the  defendant  hesitated 
about  making  the  purchase  of  Hendon^  and  only  agreed  to  do 
so  upon  the  assurance  that  the  complainant  would  join  with  her 
husband  in  a  conveyance  to  him  to  perfect  his  title,  and  ttie 
answer  avers,  that  this  purchase  was  the  consideration  for  the 
deed  from  the  complainant  and  her  husband  to  him.  The 
answer  denies  that  the  purchase  money  mentioned  in  the  deed 
from  Hendon  and  wife,  was  paid  or  furnished  by  the  complain- 
ant, and  states  that  it  was  borrowed  from  a  Mrs.  Herbert,  on  a 
mortgage  of  the  land,  and  upon  his,  the  defendant's,  bill  obli- 
gatory. That  besides  the  purchase  by  Hendon  of  the  estate  of 
the  husband  in  the  land,  be,  Hendon,  held  a  bill  of  sale  of  the 
personal  property,  and  that  he,  the  defendant^  bought  of  Hen- 
don (his  personal  property,  as  well  as  the  land,  giving  for  the 
land  $100,  and  for  tlie  personal  property  between  $50  and  $60, 
the  sum  of  $160  being  paid  with  the  money  borrowed  from 
Mrs.  Herbert,  and  the  small  balance  out  of  his  own  pocket. 
The  answer  admits,  that  the  money  consideration  mentioned  in 
the  deed  from  the  complainant  and  her  husband  to  him,  was 
not  paid.  The  defendant  avers,  that  the  deed  was  read  to  the 
complainant  before  she  executed  it,  prior  to  which  she  had  it 
in  her  possession  about  ten  days,  and  pleads  the  statute  of 
frauds. 

The  consideration  mentioned  in  the  deed  from  the  complain* 
ant  and  her  husband,  to  the  defendant,  Hays^  is  $100,  and  thai 
from  Hendon  and  wife,  $150. 

A  great  number  of  witnesses  were  examined,  by  whose  de*> 
positions  (he  following  facts  were,  in  (he  opinion  of  the  chaD<* 
cellor,  established : 
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Ist.  That  the  money  with  which  Hendon  was  paid  for  the 
purchase  of  the  interest  of  the  complainant's  husband^  in  the 
land  purchased  by  him  at  the  constable's  sale^  was  procured 
upon  a  mortgage  of  the  fee  simple  interest  in  the  property^  and 
that  this  fee  simple  interest  Was  conveyed  to  the  defendant) 
Hcysj  by  the  complainant  and  her  husband)  to  enable  him  to 
make  such  mortgage. 

2nd.  That  the  defendant)  Hays^  at  the  time  the  negotiation 
was  on  foot)  said,  that  it  was  for  the  '  ^  use  or  the  good  of  the 
complainant." 

3rd.  That  the  land  was  worth  from  $1  ^600  to  ^2)000,  and 
that  defendant  paid  but  $100  for  it)  being  part  of  the  $150 
which  was  procured  upon  the  mortgage)  as  aforesaid)  the  other 
$50  being  paid  for  some  articles  of  personal  property. 

4lh.  That  complainant  executed  the  deed  to  the  defendant 
freely  and  willingly^  and  expressed  herself  entirely  satisfied  with 
it^  immediately  after  its  execution,  at  which  period  nothing  was 
said  about  a  trust. 

5th.  That  the  complainant  is  an  aged  woman )  and  has  no 
property  but  that  which  is  in  controversy  in  this  cause,  and  has 
not  much  acquaintance  with  business  transactions. 

The  cause  having  been  removed  to  the  court  of  chancery, 
the  chancellor  (Johnson,)  on  the  16(h  of  February,  1847, 
passed  an  order  directing  the  cause  to  stand  over,  in  order  to 
make  Mrs.  Herbert y  to  whom  Hays  had  mortgaged  the  pro- 
perty, a  party  to  the  suit.  Accompanying  this  order,  he  de- 
livered an  opinion  favorable  to  the  rights  of  the  complainant  to 
the  relief  asked  in  the  bill,  which  is  reported  in  1  Md.  Oh, 
Decisions^  79. 

The  required  amendment  having  been  made,  Mrs,  Herbert ^ 
in  her  answer,  states  that  'she  made  the  loan  to  secure  which 
said  mortgage  was  executed  '^for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
complainant,  and  upon  her  earnest  solicitation  to  save  her  pro- 
{lerly,  which  was  about  to  be  sold  for  the  claims  of  Hendon ;^^ 
that  respondent  required,  for  her  security,  a  mortgage  upon  the 
entire  fee  simple  title,  and  as  she  understood,  both  from  the  com- 
46        v.S 
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plainaat  and  said  HaySy  the  latter  was  actiog  merely  as  the 
friend  in  the  transaction. 

Additional  testimony  was  taken,  which  is  sufficiently  stated 
in  the  opinion  of  this  court,  and  the  cause  being  again  sub- 
mitted, the  chancellor,  on  the  30th  of  October,  1847,  passed 
a  decree  requiring  Hays  to  convey  the  property  to  a  new  trus- 
tee, to  be  held  for  the  sole  and  separate  use  of  the  complainant, 
subject  to  the  mortgage  debt  due  Mrs.  Herbert,  and  to  account 
for  the  rents  and  profits  subject  to  such  allowances  as  he  might 
prove  himself  entitled  to,  and  from  this  decree  the  defendants 
appealed. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorsby,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
Spence,  Martin,  Magruder,  and  Frick,  J. 

Otho  Scott,  for  the  appellants,  relied  upon  the  following 
points: 

1st.  There  was  no  fraud  in  the  execution  of  the  deeds  to 
Hays,  they  were  just  such  instruments  as  the  parties  intended 
they  should  be. 

2nd.  There  was  no  resulting  trust  to  Mrs,  HoUis.  Upon 
the  facts  of  the  case,  no  such  trust  could  arise,  she  neither  paid 
the  purchase  money,  nor  was  it  intended  she  should  have  the 
legal  estate. 

3rd.  There  was  no  conventional  trust  for  the  benefit  of  Mrs. 
HoUiSy  and  if  there  were  such  a  parol  agreement,  it  is  void  un- 
der the  statute  of  frauds. 

4th.  There  was  no  such  inadequacy  of  price  as  would  in- 
validate tlic  deeds.  The  interest  of  Mrs,  HoUis  was  not  avail- 
able to  her,  she  could  not  sell  or  devise  it,  without  the  consent 
of  her  husband,  and  would  derive  no  benefit  from  it  till  his 
death. 

5th.  There  was  no  imposition  practised  upon  her,  she  only 
conveyed  what  would  have  passed,  by  her  death,  to  the  wives 
of  Hendon  and  Hays,  Hendoti  she  had  quarrelled  with,  and 
she  wanted  his  wife  excluded,  Hays  she  could  safely  rely  on 
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for  support;  from  the  relation  of  his  wife  to  her,  and  she  desired 
that  he  should  have  the  property. 

H.  W.  ArgheR;  and  J.  J.  Archer^  for  the  appellee,  in- 
sisted: 

1st.  That  the  transaction  on  the  part  of  the  appellant^  Hays^ 
was  fraudulent. 

2nd.  That  the  price  paid  by  the  appellant^  is  grossly  in* 
adequate,  that  a  court  of  equity  will  relieve  against  the  deeds, 
as  against  conscience,  unreasonable  and  oppressive. 

3rd.  That  there  is  a  resulting  trust  in  favor  of  the  appellee, 
under  both  deeds,  to  appellant,  Hdys. 

4th.  That  the  statute  of  frauds  is  no  bar  to  the  relief  sought 
by  the  appellee. 

Chambers,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  propositions  of  law,  on  which  the  appellee  relies  to  sus- 
tain tlie  decree  in  this  case,  may  all  be  conceded,  to  wit:  that 
a  fraudulent  deed  can  convey  no  title  to  the  grantee;  that  re- 
lief will  be  given  where  oppression  or  imposition  have  been 
practiced,  and  that  gross  inadequacy  of  the  price  paid,  is  one 
of  the  evidences  of  such  oppression  or  imposition ;  that  where 
one  person  advances  the  purchase  money  for  land,  and  a  deed 
is  taken  in  the  name  of  another,  a  resulting  trust  is  created  by 
operation  of  law,  in  favor  of  the  party  advancing  the  purchase 
money,  and  that  parol  testimony  may  be  resorted  to,  for  the 
purpose  of  proving  these  facts,  which,  when  established,  take 
the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds.  The  material  inquiry, 
then,  is,  has  the  testimony  established  such  a  state  of  case  as 
these  principles  of  law  embrace? 

Upon  the  bill  and  answer,  alone,  there  can  be  no  ground  on 
which  the  complainant  below,  the  appellee  here,  can  claim  re< 
lief.  The  agreement  by  Hays  (the  defendant  below,)  to  pur- 
chase the  property,  as  the  friend  of  the  complainant,  and  for 
her  use,  as  alleged  in  the  bill,  is  most  positively  denied.  The 
bill  avers,  that  complainant  induced  Hejidon  to  sell  his  interest 
to  Haysy  for  her  advantage  and  use.    The  answer  asserts,  that 
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Hendon  waa  about  to  sell  to  a  stranger,  when  he  was  urged  by 
complainant  to  interpose,  not  to  purchase  for  her,  but  for  him- 
self; and  in  regard  to  the  allegation,  that  JEfoy^  volunteered  his 
agency  in  originating  and  arranging  the  conveyance  from  Hen- 
doHy  the  answer  asserts,  and  the  proof  is  clear,  that  Hays  re- 
luctantly engaged  m  the  transaction. 

The  material  chaiges  in  the  original  and  supplemental  bilk, 
without  stopping  to  notice  apparetrt  inconsistencies,  are^  that 
the  conveyances  to  Hayawete  made  **  upon  the  express  under- 
standing and  agreement,  previously  entered  into  between  them^ 
that  Hays  would  hold  the  lands,  and  all  the  title  and  interest 
conveyed,  in  trust  for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  and  would  pay 
10  her  the  rents  and  profits  as  they  accrued,  and  would  after- 
wards execute  a  proper  instrument  declaratory  of  the  trust,  w 
would  re-convey  it  to  her  in  such  manner  as  to  secure  it  to  her 
and  her  heirs,  exclusive  of  her  husband."  That  this  was  done 
in  consequence  of  the  suggestion  by  HaySy  that  it  was  neces- 
sary to  avoid  the  waste  of  ber  property  by  her  husband;  tliat 
^'  it  was  perfectly  understood  between  them,  he  was  to  hold  the 
property  as  trustee,  and  subject  to  her  exclusive  directionr  and 
control." 

The  supplemental  bill  alleges,  that  the  complainant  suppos- 
ing that,  to  secure  the  land  from  her  husband's  liabilities,  it 
was  necessary  the  legal  title  should  be  conveyed  to  some  other 
person,  Hendon^  and  her  husband,  and  herself, made  the  deeda 
to  HaySy  to  be  held  for  her  sole  and  separate  Use,  and  subject 
to  her  disposal;  ^^ that  she  designed  and  intended  her  deed  ta 
have  the  operation  and  effect  of  a  deed  of  trust,"  and  a  fraud 
is  charged  for  causing  the  deed  to  be  prepared  as  an  absolute 
deed,  without  a  trust.  To  these  charges  the  defendant  waa 
called  upon  to  answer,  and  he  has  denied  them  all  in  the  most 
peremptory  terms. 

He  says,  that  the  interest  of  her  husband  in  her  land,  had 
been  sold,  as  also  all  bis  personal  property,  and  was  then  inr 
possession  of  Hendon^  who  had  permitted  her  to  occupy  a  room 
in  the  house,  Hendon^s  wife  and  Hays*  wife  being  her  nieces, 
and  nearest  of  kin;  that,  after  the  property  was  soM,  she  and  her 
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husband  had  separated ;  that  Hejidon  intending  to  remoTe,  was 
about  to  sell  the  land  and  house  to  a  stranger,  and  in  this  state 
of  things  the  complainant  applied  to  him,  and  more  tlian  once 
urged  him  to  purchase  the  property  of  Hendon,  assuring  him 
she  did  not  expect  to  out  lire  her  husband,  as  her  health  was 
feeble,  and  that  she  always  had  intended  to  give  her  property 
to  the  wife  of  Hen/s^  and  if  he  would  purchase  Hendan*s  in- 
terest, and  procure  her  husband  to  join  with  her  in  a  deed,  she 
would  convey  her  reversionary  interest  to  him.  Now  it  must 
depend  upon  the  proofs  in  the  cause,  which  of  these  conflicting 
statements  we  are  to  adopt,  not,  however,  forgetting  that  the 
complainant  is  before  us  impeaching  her  own  deed,  nor  that  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  have  his  answer  respected,  until  over- 
thrown by  testimony. 

As  a  preliminary  reroark>  it  may  be  said,  that  in  a  case  where 
an  old  lady,  not  charged  with  the  cares  of  a  family,  and  circu- 
lating in  a  general  society,  had  suddenly  come  again  into  the 
possession  of  her  estate^  after  having  seen  it  for  many  years  in 
other  hands,  she  would  be  very  apt  to  furnish  very  impressive 
evidence  of  her  conviction,  at  least,  if  not  of  her  gratification, 
at  such  a  restoration.  In  this  case,  some  of  the  witnesses  have 
gone  into  all  her  declarations  used  in  many  conversations  on 
the  subject  of  the  land  and  the  deeds,  and  yet,  until  about  the 
time  of  filing  the  bill,  no  one  of  the  many  persons  who  seem 
to  have  conversed  with  her,  testify  to  a  word  from  her,  indi- 
cating any  such  conviction  of  the  imj^rovement  in  her  pecuniary 
condition.  It  would  also  be  most  probable,  that  an  owner,  on 
being  restored  to  the  direction  and  control  of  property,  and  to 
the  pernancy  of  netts  and  profits,  under  such  circumstances, 
would  not  be  slow  to  express  to  those  concerned  in  the  actual 
conduct  of  the  estate,  some  distinct  and  intelligible  indication 
of  her  claim  to  the  substantial  fruits  of  these  rights.  Such  is 
the  character  of  the  evidence  which  would  be  consistent  with 
the  case  alleged  by  the  complainant.  Let  us  see  if  it  meets  this 
expectation. 

Mrs.  Mary  Ann  Smithy  on  whose  testimony  the  appellee 
chiefly  relies,  says  the  appellee,  Mrs.  IloUiSy  first  applied  to 
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(he  deponent  for  the  money,  (to  pay  Hendon,)  ^^for  the  use  of 
Hays;^^  ihdXHays  obtained  the  money ,  through  (he  agency 
of  Mrs.  HoUiSy  from  Mrs,  Herbert,  who  inquired  bow  she 
was  to  be  secured^  that  sbe  wanted  a  mortgage,  and  asked 
whether  Mrs.  HoUis  had  gi^en  him  a  deed,  and  Hays  replied, 
that  Mrs.  HoUis  ^^  had  given  him  a  deed:"  on  being  asked  by 
Mrs.  Herbert  what  was  to  become  of  Mrs.  HoUiSy  Hays  told 
her  '^it  was  for  her  use  or  her  good."  This  last  expression, 
is  the  only  one  sworn  to  by  any  witness  in  the  cause  as  coming 
from  Haysy  which  indicates  any  purpose  od  bis  part  to  hold 
(he  property  in  any  other  way  than  as  absolute  owner.  But 
it  must  be  taken  in  connection  with  other  paris  of  the  conver- 
sation. Hays  t/ien  had  a  deed — ^both  Mrs.  Herbert  and  Mrs. 
Smith  knew  this  fact — they  knew  it  was  a  deed  which  enabled 
him  to  give  a  moitgage  to  secure  the  loan,  and  Mrs.  Herbert 
bad  stated  that  Mrs,  HoUis^  revervion  must  be  conveyed  to 
effect  this;  in  other  words,  Hays  must  have  the  fee-simple  to 
give  a  satirfactory  security.  Surely,  then,  it  was  not  possible 
that  either  Mrs.  Herbert  or  Mrs.  Smith  could  understand,  that 
the  deed  was  to  give  Hays  a  mere  nominal  title  as  trustee  for 
the  use  of  Mrs.  HoUis.  If  they,  then,  were  informed  that 
Hays  was  to  make  a  deed  to  any  other  person  as  trustee  for 
Mrs.  HoUis f  it  is  certainly  very  remarkable,  that  not  an  allu- 
sion should  be  made  to  such  an  arrangement,  but  that,  on  the 
contrary,  it  was  thought  necessary  or  proper  to  admonish  Mrs. 
HoUis  of  the  danger  she  incurred  in  ^<  making  over  her  pro- 
perty"  to  Hays.  Mrs.  Herbert  ^^unckrstood,  that  a  deed  was 
to  be  executed  by  Mrs.  HoUis  and  Hendon,  to  Hays,  and  thai 
Hays  was  to  convey  it  back  again  to  Mrs.  HoUis;^'  but  when 
or  from  whom,  or  why  she  so  understood ,  she  does  not  inform 
us,  nor  does  her  deposition  state  one  fact  which  justifies  suchi 
an  understanding.  Of  the  large  number  of  witnesses  sworn, 
these  two  alone  have  testified  to  anything  which  looks  like  an 
agreement  or  acknowledgment  of  Hays,  that  a  trust  was  con- 
templated, and  we  cannot  but  think,  if  this  testimony  and  none 
other  was  before  the  court,  without  an  answer  and  without 


Oir  MARYLAND.  367 


Haye,  et  al^  ts,  Hollie.— 1849. 


obj^ctioD,  there  would  be  great  difficulty  in  determiaiop  that 
it  proved  any  contract. 

There  is,  however,  a  great  preponderance  of  testimony  to 
sustain  the  answer;  HendorCs  wife  was  co-heiress  apparent  to 
Mrt.  HoUiSy  yet,  it  had  never  been  heard  in  his  family  that 
Hays  was  to  hold  the  property  as  trustee. 

Pierce^  one  of  tlie  magistrates  who  took  her  acknowledg- 
ment, deposes,  that  Mrs.  Hottis  spoke  of  the  deed  she  was 
about  to  make  to  Hays,  expressed  the  utmost  gratification, 
when  it  was  done,  that  she  had  ^'cotiduded  what  she  had  long 
had  upon  her  mind;''  that  ^'she  wanted  Haifs  and  his  wife  to 
have  the  property,  she  was  getting  old  and  they  would  support 
her:"  Is  this  language  consistent  with  the  idea,  that  the  deed 
was  virtually  a  deed  for  her  own  exclusive  benefit;  a  deed  that 
did  not  give  one  farthing  to  Hays  and  his  wife;  a  deed  that 
gave  the  rents  and  profits,  and  the  entire  and  exclusive  control 
of  the  property,  not  to  Hays,  but  to  herself? 

NarriSf  the  other  acting  magistrate,  proves,  that  Mrs.  HoUis 
expressed  herself  well  satisfied  with  what  she  had  done;  that 
'^she  always  intended  the  land  for  Hays  and  his  wife,  that 
though  it  was  not  valuable,  it  would  do  for  a  home  for  them 
and  their  children."  Both  depose,  that  slie  did  not  say  one 
word  about  any  trust  in  the  deed,  then  or  afterwards.  Is  this 
conduct  or  these  declarations  consistent  with  an  existing  con- 
viction of  title,  vested  by  that  deed,  or  to  be  vested  by  any 
future  deed  in  herself? 

Rogers  deposes  to  a  conversation  with  Mrs.  HoUiSy  in  which 
she  not  only  expressed  her  reasons  for  giving  the  property  to 
Haysy  ^'all  her  right  and  title,"  ^^for  nothing,^ ^  but  assigned 
the  reason,  that  ^^  Mrs.  Hays  was  the  poorest  of  her  nieces,  and 
.she  wished  her  to  have  it;"  and  in  frequent  conversations, 
both  before  and  after  the  deed,  he  ''never  heard  her  intimate, 
that  Hays  held  it  in  trust,  or  was  to  reconvey  it  to  her  or  any 
one  else." 

To  all  this  mass  of  testimony  the  appellee's  counsel  oppose 
the  fact,  that  the  inadequacy  of  price  is,  of  itself,  conclusive, 
eidier  of  fraud  in  procuring  the  deed  or  of  a  resulting  trust. 


368  CASES  IN  THE  COURT  OF  APPEALS 

Hajr'8,  tt  aL,  m.  Hollis. — 1849. 

We  do  Dot  tbink  this  a  case  of  inadequacy  of  price,  or  affected 
by  the  rules  wbich  govern  that  class  of  cases.  There  was, 
between  these  parties,  no  price  paid  at  all — ^not  one  dollar — nor 
was  it  a  sale.  The  purchase  was  made  by  Haysy  of  Hendcn^s 
interest  in  the  land  and  personal  property,  as  we  think  the 
agreement  required,  and  the  consideration  for  that  purchase  is 
truly  stated.  Mrs,  Hollis  agreed  to  convey  her  reversionary 
interest  to  her  niece's  husband,  if  he  would  purchase  Hendon'*s 
interest,  and  obtain  the  husband's  consent  to  unite  in  a  deed. 
But,  say  the  counsel^  it  is  incredible  that  she  would  make 
such  an  arrangement,  unless  she  is  imbecile  to  a  degree  which 
demands  the  protection  of  the  court,  because  it  strips  her  of 
every  farthing  she  has,  and  leaves  her  destitute.  Well,  she 
had  the  power  to  do  this  if  she  pleased,  and  witnesses,  who  are 
not  impeached^  swear,  they  cautioned  her  not  to  convey  away 
all  her  estate,  and  yet  she  would  do  so.  That  she  has  no  in- 
tellectual infirmity,  which  requires  the  interposition  of  chan- 
cery, is  abundantly  proved.  But,  is  it  the  effect  of  this  deed 
to  reduce  the  complainant  to  a  more  destitute  and  dependent 
condition?  The  property  had  been  sold,  the  personal,  with 
no  prcfepect  of  its  ever  being  restored  to  her,  and  the  land  for 
the  joint  lives  of  her  husband  and  herself,  he  being  much 
younger  and  of  better  health-  It  had  been  held  by  her  niece's 
husband,  and  she  had  occupied  part  of  the  house;  it  was  about 
to  be  sold,  and  to  be  sold  to  a  stranger,  with  every  probability 
of  her  being  turned  out  of  the  house.  She  had  become  dis- 
pleased^ with  the  family  of  Mrs,  Hendon^  her  niece,  with 
whom  she  had  resided,  and  her  only  near  relative  was  Mrs, 
HaySf  to  whom  it  was  her  wish  that  all  her  property  should 
go.  It  would  seem  to  be  a  just  expectation,  that  her  condition 
without  her  deed,  would  be  one  of  complete  dependence,  and 
her  only  reliance  for  assistance  or  comfortable  accommodation, 
so  far  as  the  record  shows,  must  have  been  alone  upon  Hays, 
She  did,  in  fact,  as  she  told  one  of  the  witnesses,  expect  Hays 
to  take  care  of  her. 

It  was  by  no  means,  then,  so  very  remarkable  that  she  was 
willing  to  convey  her  reversionary  title  to  Hays,     It  afforded 
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her  no  part  of  a  mainteDance  if  she  retained  it>  and  it  does  not 
appear  for  what  it  would  have  sold,  if  put  into  the  market,  or 
that  the  idea  of  selling  it  was  erer  suggested  by  her  or  to  her* 
By  conveying  it  to  Hays^  she  could  reasonably  expect  to 
strengthen  the  claims^  which  already  made  it  his  duty  to  assist 
the  aunt  of  his  wife,  and  also  effected  a  purpose  which  she 
seems  to  have  cherished  with  much  earnestness;  not  the  less 
perhaps^  after  the  domestic  collision  with  her  other  niece's 
family. 

The  appellee's  counsel  has  misapplied  the  law>  which  denies 
to  a  party  claiming  under  a  deed  the  privilege  of  sustaining  it 
by  any  other  consideration  than  that  mentioned.  The  doctrine 
does  not,  most  surely,  allow  a  grantor  or  donor  to  destroy  his 
own  deed,  by  showing  a  consideration  different  from  the  one 
expressed  on  its  face.  Cases  may  occur  where  it  may  be 
indicative,  to  a  greater  or  less  extent,  of  fraud,  imposition  or 
imbecility,  but  a  smaller  or  a  different  consideration  never  can, 
of  itself,  avail  a  grantor  or  donor  of  competent  intellect  to  ter- 
minate the  obligation  of  a  solemn  instrument,  which  he  has 
executed  with  full  knowledge  and  free  consent. 

We  have  been  much  pressed  with  the  argument,  that  a  re- 
sulting trust  must  be  decreed,  because  the  money  paid  by 
Hays  was  raised  by  loan,  secured  by  a  mortgage  on  the  land, 
and  not  advanced,  as  it  is  said  by  Hays,  The  chancellor 
seems  to  have  based  his  decree  on  that  ground.  Now,  if  what 
we  have  assumed,  be  the  facts  of  the  case,  there  is  no  implica- 
tion arising  from  the  circumstance,  that  the  money  was  fur- 
nished at  the  solicitation  of  Mrs.  HoUis,  or  by  pledge  of  the 
title.  If  Mrs.  HoUiSj  herself,  had  furnished  the  money  from 
her  own  purse  to  pay  Hendany  with  a  view  to  secure  the 
property  to  Hays,  there  would  not  still  be  a  foundation  for 
any  such  legal  presumption  in  this  case.  No  such  trust  will 
arise,  where  a  setdement  or  donation  is  deliberately  designed 
by  a  parly  competent  to  make  it.  See  the  case  of  Dyer  and 
Dyer,  Whitens  Eq.  CaseSy  138,  with  the  very  full  references 
in  the  notes  reported  in  65  Law  Lib,  167. 

Indeed,  the  material  fact  of  the  advance  by  the  complainant 
47        V.8 
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of  the  purchase  money  to  Hetidon  is  not  sustained^  without 
which  a  resulting  trust  could  not  arise,  so  far  as  related  to  the 
interest  conveyed  by  Hendon.  Payment  or  advance  of  the 
purchase  money  by  the  party  claiming  the  trust,  before  or  at 
the  time  Of  the  purchase^  is  indispensable.  Here  the  purchase 
money  was  loaned,  not  to  the  complainant,  but  to  HaySf  and 
he  alone  became  liable,  personally,  for  the  amount,  besides 
giving  the  security  of  a  mortgage. 

The  court  will  sign  a  decree,  reversing  the  decree  of  the 
chancellor,  and  dismissing  the  complainant's  bill,  but,  under 
the  circumstances,  without  costs. 

DEGREE  REVERSED,  AND 

BILL  DISMISSED. 


AiRHEART  Winter  vs*  Joseph  S.  Donovan. — ^Joseph  S. 
Donovan  v$.  Airheart  Winter. — December,  1849. 

In  an  action  of  slander,  the  plaintiff  cannot  oflfor  evidence  in  aggravatioii  of 
damages,  nntil  he  has  offered  some  testimony  tending  to  prove  the  obarg<ot 
in  the  declaration. 

Where  a  party  is  not  oalled  upon  to  say  for  what  parpoee  he  designs  to  ofEet 
the  testimony  objected  to,  there  will  be  error  in  the  court's  rejection  of  it, 
if  it  was  admissible  for  any  purpose. 

The  second  count  in  the  nar,  charged  the  defendant  with  writing  a  libelloqs 
letter  to  the  witness,  on  the  3rd  of  July,  1845,  charging  the  plaintiff  with 
obtaining  9^00  from  defendant,  on  false  pretences.  Without  proof  of  any 
of  the  counts,  the  plaintiff  asked  the  witness  <*  if,  at  any  time  during  the 
summer  of  1845,  he  received  from  defendant  any  letter  or  letters  relative  to 
the  employment  of  the  plaintiff,  by  defendant,  as  his  agent,  and  the  ad. 
vance  by  the  former  to  the  latter  of  9^00,  on  account  of  such  agency,  and 
the  charge  against  the  latter  of  having  obtained  the  sum  by  false  pretences  t" 
Hkld  :  that  this  was  a  leading  question,  and  was  properly  rejected. 

An  answer  in  the  affirmative  would  not  have  proved  that  the  alleged  libel  cor- 
responded with  the  allegation  in  the  second  count  of  the  nar,  and  would 
have  been  parol  proof  of  the  contents  of  a  written  pi^per,  without  its  ap. 
pearing  that  any  effort  was  made  to  get  possession  of  the  paper  itself. 
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If  a  defrndantt  ftAer  pubUcation  of  a  libel,  Ukpt  powenion  of  it,  and  retains 
it,  he  moat  have  notice  to  produce  it,  and  refoie,  before  pari^  eridence  can 
be  giTen  of  ita  contents. 

Slight  variances  between  the  words  charged,  and  the  words  contained  in  the 
libel,  will  prore  fatal,  and  the  contents  of  a  libel  cannot  be  proved  by  par«lt 
until  some  attempt  has  been  made  to  prodaco  the  libel  itself. 

A  party  who  objects  to  the  admifsibiliiy  of  testimony  in  the  court  below,  is 
not,  upon  appeal,  confined  to  the  objection  there  relied  on. 

Unlets  a  party  can  show  that  he  has  been  injured  by  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below,  he  cannot  ask  for  its  reversal  by  this  ccurt. 

Cross-appeals  from  Bciliimore  county  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  libd  and  slander y  instituted  by  Winter 
against  Donovauy  on  the  20(h  of  May^  1836. 

The  declaration  contains  three  counts.  The^r^^,  charges, 
with  the  usual  inuendos,  the  defendant  with  publishing  the 
following  libel  in  a  certain  letter  written  by  him  to  the  plaintiff, 
dated  3rd  of  July,  1845,  viz:  '^  Yours  of  the  Ist  instant  I  re- 
ceived, and  from  your  statement,  I  am  now  fully  convinced 
that  you  had  obtained  the  $300  under  false  pretences."  The 
second,  charges,  that  defendant  published  the  following  libel  of 
the  plaintiff  in  a  letter  written  to  one  Lewis  Winter ,  dated  the 
day  and  year  aforesaid,  viz:  ''He  obtained  from  me  $300 
under  false  pretences,  and  if  the  money  is  not  returned  to  me, 
I  will  prosecute  him."  The  thirds  charges  him  with  speaking 
the  words  contained  in  the  second  count,  \rith  these  additions: 
^^Airheart  got  that  money  by  false  pretences,  and  should  be 
prosecuted  for  if."  ''  He  is  a  scoundrel,  having  obtained  from 
me  l|300,  on  false  pretences." 

The  defendant  pleaded  not  gtdlty,  on  which  issue  wan 
joined. 

IsT  Exception.  The  plaintiff  called  Letvis  Winter  as  a 
witness,  and  asked  him  if  he  had  received,  in  the  summer  of 
1845,  a  letter  from  the  defendant,  in  relation  to  the  plaintiff? 
Which  question  witness  declined  answering,  because  the  an- 
swer to  it  would  tend  to  criminate  himself;  but  the  court  (Le 
Grand,  J.,)  decided  that  witness  sliould  answer  the  question, 
and  should  produce  the  letter,  if  he  had  it,  and  compelled  bim 
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to  answer  it.     To  which  opinioD  of  the  court,  the  defendant 
excepted. 

2nd  Exception.  The  plaintiff  then  asked  witness  if  he 
knew  the  defendant  in  this  cause?  Witness  replied  affirroa* 
tively,  and  thereupon,  the  plaintiff  asked  of  him  (he  following 
question!  *^  Did  you,  at  any  time  during  the  summer  of  1845, 
receive  from  the  defendant  any  letter  or  letters  having  relation 
to  the  employment  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant,  as  his 
agent  for  (he  purchase  of  negroes  in  Carroll  county,  and  the 
advance  by  defendant  to  plaintiff  of  $300,  on  account  of  said 
agency,  and  the  charge  against  the  plaintiff  of  having  obtained 
the  sum  by  false  pretences?"  To  which  question  the  defen- 
dant objected,  and  submitted  that  the  inquiry  should  be  con- 
fined to  the  letter  sued  upon,  as  of  the  3rd  day  of  July,  1845, 
and  the  court  sustained  the  objection,  and  refused  to  permit  (he 
question  to  be  put  to  the  witness,  to  which  opinion  and  refusal 
the  plaintiff  excepted.  The  verdict  abd  judgment  being  for 
the  defendant,  both  parties  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorset,  C.  J.,  C^ambbrs, 
Spence,  Magruder,  Mart'in,  and  Frick,  J. 

John  Nelson,  for  the  appellant,  in  Winter^ s  appeal,  argued: 

The  appellant  contends,  that  the  court  erred  in  (he  opinion 
thus  expressed,  and  that  the  evidence  proposed  to  be  offered  by 
the  witnefis,  was  admissible  upon  various  grounds. 

1st.  It  was  admissible  to  show  the  fact  of  the  publica- 
tion of  the  libel  described  in  the  second  count  of  the  plain- 
tiff's declaration.  If  the  witness  had  answered,  that  he  had 
received  such  a  letter  during  the  summer  of  1845,  the  plain- 
tiff might  have  proposed  the  inquiry,  whether  it  was  of  the  date 
of  the  3rd  of  July,  1845?  and  might  have  required  the  pro- 
duction of  the  letter  itself,  the  date  of  which  would  have  been 
the  best  evidence  of  the  time  at  which  it  was  written.  But  the 
court  ruled  out  the  whole  inquiry,  by  rejecting,  as  inadmissible, 
the  question  propounded. 
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2nd.  But  can  there  be  any  boubt,  whatever  may  have  been 
the  date  of  the  letter  inquued  of>  (hat,  assuming  it  to  be  of  the 
character  given  to  it  by  the  question^  it  was  evidence  in  aggra- 
vation of  damages? 

The  cases  affirming  this  principle^  are  numerous  and  clear. 
They  will  be  found  collected  in  2  Slarkie's  Slander j  47^  53.  2 
Sergt.  6c  Raxde^  469,  Kjaan  vs.  McLaugfilin.  2  Slarkie^s 
Rep.y  93,  Siuart  vs.  LovelL  1  Sf range y  691,  Chambers  vs. 
Robinson.  5  Esptnasse,  136,  Plunkett  vs.  Cobbett.  2  Camp. 
72,  Finnerty  vs.  Tipper.  3  Pickerings  376,  Bodwett  vs. 
Siean. 

The  case  of  DuvaU  vs.  Grifithy  2  Harris  ^  GiUy  30,  will 
be  found  to  be  conclusive  upon  this  point. 

That  the  plaintiff  had  the  right  to  offer  his  evidence  in  any 
order  he  might  choose,  the  case  of  Davis  vs.  Calverty  5  6.^ 
J.J  269«  directly  decides. 

Geo.  R.  Richardson,  attorney  general,  for  appellee: 

The  plaintiff  having  described,  in  his  declaration,  the  letter 
relied  upon,  it  is  submitted,  that  even  if  witness  had  received, 
and  would  produce  any  number  of  leUers  written  during  the 
summery  that  no  oney  other  than  a  letter  of  the  3rd  of  July, 
1845,  would  have  been  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  sustaining 
the  charge  in  the  declaration.     1  Siarkie  on  Ev.y  433. 

Having,  then,  no  right  to  use  (if  produced,)  any  other  letter 
for  thispurposey  is  it  not  clear  that  the  plaintiff  cannot,  to  stis- 
tain  the  allegationy  ask  for  letters  generally  9  But  it  is  con- 
tended on  the  part  of  the  appellant:  2ndly.  That  any  letters 
sought  by  the  inquiry,  even  if  not  evidence  to  sustain  the  chaige, 
were  admissible  in  aggravation  of  damages,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  a  right  to  offer  his  evidence  in  any  order  he  might 
choose.  This  proposition  concedes  that  the  plaintiff  sought,  by 
the  inquiry,  other  letters  than  the  one  necessary  to  sustain  the 
declaration,  and  claims  the  right  to  have  them  in  aggravation 
of  damages.  He  claims  the  further  rig/U  to  aggravate  dam- 
ages y  before  he  has  proved  the  charge  declared  upon.  The 
proposition  further  concedes  (the  object  being  merely  to  obtain 
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the  letter  of  the  3rd  of  July,)  that  the  inquiiy  is  too  broad. 
Had  he,  then,  a  right  to  aggravate  damages  before  he  proved, 
the  principal  charge? 

In  the  case  of  DuoaU  vs.  Cfriffith,  2H.^  O.y  30,  the  charge 
laid  was  first  proved,  and  although,  in  the  case  of  Dams  ps. 
Calvert^  the  court  decides,  that  a  party  may  offer  his  evidence 
in  such  order  as  he  may  choose,  it  is  submitted  that  the  rule  can 
have  no  application  to  such  a  case  as  the  one  now  before  the 
court.  Aggravate  damages  for  what9  For  an  injury  noi 
proved^  and  for  one  which  the  proposition  concedes  is  not  pro- 
posed to  be  proved  by  the  inquiry  9  Let  it  be  again  remarked, 
that,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  letter  of  the  3rd  of  July, 
the  inquiry  is  too  broad ;  and  if  it  can  be  sustained  at  all,  it  is 
only  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  evidence  to  prove  malice. 
For  to  test  the  law  of  this  case,  let  it  be  supposed,  that  the  ques* 
tion  had,  by  the  direction,  been  answered,  and  any  number  of 
offensive  letters,  other  than  one  dated  3rd  of  July,  had  been 
produced,  the  plaintiff  says,  they  would  have  been  evidence  in 
aggravation  of  damages.  Now  even  supposing  them  admissible 
for  this  purpose,  they  never  could  have  been  read  until  the  prin* 
cipal  charge  was  proved,  or,  if  read,  only  on  condition  that 
they  were  to  be  in  the  case  when  the  charge  was  proved,  as 
laid  in  the  declamtion.  If,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  never  put 
a  proper  inquiry  to  obtain  the  letter  of  the  3rd  of  July,  all  evi* 
dence  in  aggravation  would  fall  harmless,  be  having  failed  in 
the  proof  of  the  charge  laid. 

Maorudbr,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  plaintiff  here,  was  the  plaintiff  below.  His  action  was 
brought  for  slander  and  a  libel.  The  plea  was  not  guilty,  and 
verdict  for  the  defendant. 

In  the  course  of  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  took  one  exception. 
It  does  not  appear  that  he  offered  any  proof  whatever,  in  sup- 
port of  any  one  of  the  allegations  to  be  found  in  his  declara* 
tion.  As  far  as  we  can  judge,  of  ii-ie  first  witness  he  called  up, 
(after  asking  him  if  he  knew  the  defendant,)  he  at  once  asked 
the  question:    '^  Did  you,  at  any  time  during  the  summer  of 
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1845^  receive  from  the  defendant  any  letter  or  letters  having 
relation  to  the  employment  of  the  plaintiff,  by  the  defendant, 
as  his  agent,  for  the  purchase  of  negroes  in  Carroll  county,  and 
the  advance,  by  the  said  defendant  to  the  said  plaintiff,  of  $300, 
on  account  of  said  agency,  and  the  charge  against  the  plaintiff 
of  having  obtained  the  same  by  false  pretences?" 

The  question  being  objected  to  by  the  defendant,  the  court 
decided  that  it  was  inadmissible,  and  to  that  decision  the  plain- 
tiff excepted. 

As  the  plaintiff  was  not  called  upon  to  say  for  what  purpose 
be  designed  to  offer  the  testimony ,  the  court  would  have  erred, 
if  for  any  purpose  it  was  admissible. 

It  might  have  been  offered  to  increase  the  damages,  but  for 
such  purpose,  it  was  inadmissible,  until  some  testimony  had 
been  submitted  tending  to  prove  any  one  of  the  maUers  charged. 

If  offered  to  prove  the  plaintiff's  case,  it  must  have  been  to 
establish  the  second  count  in  the  declaration. 

It  was  certainly  a  leading  question,  and  if  answered  in  the 
affirmative,  would  not  have  proved  that  the  allleged  libel  cor- 
responded  with^e  plaintiff's  allegations  in  the  second  count  of 
his  declaration. 

An  answer  in  the  affirmative,  would  have  been  parol  proof 
of  the  contents  of  a  written  paper,  when  non  constat ,  that  any 
effort  was  made  to  get  possession  of  the  paper  itself.  If  the 
defendant,  himself,  after  a  publication  of  the  libel,  had  taken 
possession  of  it,  and  retained  it  in  his  possession,  he  must  have 
notice  to  produce  it,  and  refuse,  before  parol  evidence  can  be 
given  of  its  contents.     Starkie  on  Libely  383. 

Slight  variances  between  the  words  chained,  and  the  words 
contained  in  the  libel,  will  prove  fatal.  Ibidy  279.  And  surely 
the  contents  of  a  libel  are  not  to  be  proved  until  some  attempt 
has  been  made  to  produce  the  libel  itself. 

If,  to  the  admissibility  of  testimony,  objection  be  made  in 
the  court  below,  the  party  objecting  is  not,  upon  appeal,  con- 
fined to  the  objection  which  it  would  seem  was  there  relied  on. 

JUDGMENT  ilFFIBMED. 
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In  the  case  of  Donovan^s  appeal,  the  verdict  having  been  in 
his  favor,  and  the  judgment  affirmed,  as  above,  be  cannot  be 
injured  by  the  decision  of  which  he  complains,  and,  of  course, 
cannot  ask  a  reversal  of  the  judgment. 

JUDGMENT   AFFIRMED. 


John  Tolson  vs.  Henry  Tolson,  et  al. — Henry  Tolson, 
ET  al.,  vs.  John  Tolson. — December^  1849. 

The  complainant  fileJ  a  bill  claiminjf  the  benefit  of  a  trast  or  charge  in  hia 
favor,  contained  in  the  will  of  hia  father.  The  defendants,  the  other  deTi- 
aeef,  demurred  to  thia  bill,  on  the  ground  that  the  clause  in  the  will  relied 
on,  was  too  yague  and  uncertain  in  its  terms,  to  create  such  a  trust  or 
charge.  The  chancellor  sustained  the  demurrer,  but  this  court,  on  appeal, 
reversed  the  decree  dismissing  the  bill,  and  passed  a  decree  remanding  the 
cause,  that  the  court  of  chancery  might  refer  it  to  the  auditor,  with  in- 
struction to  state  an  account  of  the  allowance  lo  be  made  to  complainant, 
under  certain  directions  expressed  in  the  decree  of  this  court.  This  decree 
was  silent  as  to  the  right  of  the  defendants  to  answer.  Hkld  :  that  the 
defendants  were  not  precluded,  by  this  decree,  from  answering  the  original 
bill,  and  taking  full  defence  upon  the  merits. 

It  was  not  competent  to  this  court  to  allow  the  defendants  to  withdraw  their 
demurrer  and  answer  over,  though  provision  for  doing  so  in  the  court  be- 
low, might  have  been  made  in  their  decree. 

Upon  a  second  appeal  in  the  same  case,  this  court  may  look  into  and  decide 
questions  involved  in  the  record  previously  brought  up,  not  decided  upon 
the  former  appeal. 

The  reference  in  the  decree,  to  the  *<  condition  and  habits  of  life  of  complain, 
ant  and  his  father,**  was  intended  to  allude  to  the  extent  of  the  estate,  and 
their  mode  of  living,  as  to  ezpensiveness,  economy,  &c..  and  not  to  denote 
the  complainaut*s  condition  relative  to  his  wife  and  children ;  it  was,  there- 
fore,  error  to  average  estimates  of  the  sum  necessary  to  support  complain, 
ant,  as  the  head  of  a  family,  with  estimates  of  what  was  necessary  for  his 
individual  support. 

This  court,  by  saying  that  the  entire  real  estate  was  chargeable  with  com. 
plainapt's  claim,  did  not  design  to  confine  the  chancellor  to  any  particular 
mode  of  securing  the  complainant  the  benefit  of  this  lien.    There  is  mani- 
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fett  adTantage  of  adjusting  the  rights  of  all  parties,  and  arranging  the  ac- 

eooBts  aecordingly. 
The  widow  of  one  of  the  defendants  can  only  be  chargeable  In  respect  of  her 

dower,  and  her  child  only  as  heir  to  the  father. 
A  portion  of  the  estate  which  descended  to  the  complainant,  like  every  Other 

part  of  the  real  estate,  is  to  be  charged  with  its  proportionate  share  of  the 

allowance  to  be  made  to  him ;  the  proper  mode  of  making  thie  charge,  is 

by  crediting  this  share  against  his  claim. 
Interest  is  properly  chargeable  at  the  expiration  of  a  year,  If  any  balance  of 

the  allowance  then  remains  dae. 

Cross-appeals  from  ihe  (hurt  of  Chancer^. 

The  original  bill  was  filed  on  the  12th  of  March,  1834,  by 
John  Tolsorty  and  Eleanor  ^  his  wife,  and  their  adult  and  infant 
children,  against  Henry ^  Edward^  WiUiam^  Alfred^  Thomas^ 
Alexander^  and  Oeorge  Tolson^  the  other  heirs  at  law  and 
devisees  of  Francis  Tolson^  deceased,  and  states,  that  the  said 
deceased,  by  his  last  will,  devised  his  estate  to  and  amongst 
his  children,  other  than  the  complainant  John,  and  requested 
his  other  sons  to  take  care  of  their  brother>  the  complainant 
^/m,and  his  family,  which  said  request  created  a  trust  in, 
and  imposed  a  duly  on  said  other  sons,  to  provide  for  the  said 
John  and  his  family,  a  comfortable  support  and  maintenance 
during  their  lives.  That  said  sons  have  received  large  estates 
tmder  the  provisions  of  said  will,  but  have  failed  to  provide  for 
the  complainants;  and  that  the  amount  which  they,  the  com- 
plainants, have  received  for  each  or  any  year,  has  not  exceeded 
$60,  and  it  prays,  that  tlie  said  sons  may  be  required  to  pay  to 
the  complainants  an  equivalent  for  their  subsistence  from  the 
time  of  the  testator^s  death,  and  also  to  provide  for  their  future 
s^ipport. 

The  clause  in  the  will  of  Francis  Thkon,  supposed  to  create 
this  trust,  after  devising  all  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  his  seven 
sons,  the  defendants,  proceeds:  '<I  request  my  seven  sons, 
above  named,  to  take  care  of  their  brother,  John  Tolson^  and 
his  family;  also  the  childi-en  of  my  late  granddaughter,  Ann 
Middletony  and  my  grandson,  Arthur  C.  Callis,^^ 

To  this  bill  the  defendants  demurred,  and  the  chancellor, 
(Bland,)  on  the  17th  of  April,  1837,  being  of  opinion,  that 
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(he  request  of  the  testator  in  favor  of  his  son,  John  Tobon^ 
and  his  family,  \s  so  indefinite  and  uncertain,  that  it  cannot 
be  considered  as  the  foundation  of  any  trust  or  claim,  as  set 
forth  in  the  bill,  sustained  the  demurrer,  and  passed  a  decree 
dismissing  the  bill. 

From  this  decree  the  complainants  appealed,  and  the  Court 
of  Appeals,  at  December  term,  1838,  reversed  the  decree  of 
the  chancellor,  and,  on  the  16th  of  February,  1889,  passed 
the  following  decree : 

^^The  proceedings  in  this  case  being  read  and  considered  by 
the  court,  it  is  thereupon  adjudged,  ordered  and  decreed  by 
the  authority  of  this  court,  that  the  decree  passed  by  the  chan- 
cellor in  this  case,  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed,  and  the 
said  cause  is  hereby  remanded  to  the  chancery  court,  that  the 
same  may  be  referred  to  the  auditor  of  that  court,  with  instruc- 
tions to  state  an  account  from  such  proof  as  may  be  adduced 
before  him,  ascertaining  what  sum  it  would  be  proper  to  allow 
for  the  complainant,  John  Tolson,  per  annum,  as  and  for  a 
maintenance  and  support,  dating  from  the  day  of  the  death  of 
bis  father,  Francis  Tolson,  the  testator  in  the  proceedings  in 
said  cause  mentioned,  regard  being  had,  in  making  such  ascer- 
tainment, to  the  conditions  and  habits  in  life  of  the  said  testator 
and  the  said  John  Tolson,  and  also  to  the  value  of  the  property 
devised  and  bequeathed  by  the  said  father  to  the  defendants. 
It  is  further  adjudged,  ordered  and  decreed  by  the  authority 
aforesaid,  that  after  the  report  of  the  auditor,  as  aforesaid,  the 
chancery  court  shall  pass  a  decree,  directing  the  payment  to 
the  said  John  Tolson  of  such  sum  as  the  said  court  may  deem 
proper  to  be  allowed  him,  for  his  support,  &c.,  from  the  death 
of  the  said  Francis  Tolson  to  the  date  of  said  decree;  and 
shall  further  decree  the  piiyment  of  such  sura  annually  there- 
after, as  the  said  court  may  think  a  fair  support,  for  the  said 
John  Tolson.  And  it  is  hereby  further  adjudged,  ordered  and 
decreed,  that  the  sum  whicli  may  be  allowed  to  the  said  John 
Tolson,  from  the  death  of  his  father  to  the  date  of  the  decree, 
as  aforesaid,  and  also  the  annuity  which  may  be  decreed  him 
to  be  paid  annually  thereafter,  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  a  chaige 
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upon  the  entire  real  estate  devided  by  the  said  Francis,  Tolson 
to  the  defendants^  and  that  said  real  estate  shall  be  answerable 
therefor." 

This  decree  was  signed  by  Stephen^  Archer  and  Cham- 
bers, J.;  and  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  said  appeal  is  reported 
in  10  GUI  and  John.,  159. 

The  cause  was  reinstated  in  chancery  on  the  22nd  of  April, 
1839.  The  death  of  Alfred  Tolson  was  su^esled  on  the 
docket;  and  the  surviving  sons,  Henry,  Edward,  William, 
Thomas,  Alexander,  and  Geoj-ge  Tolson,  filed  their  petition^ 
asking  leave  to  file  answers  to  the  bill,  stating,  that  the  demur- 
rer was  filed  by  consent,  and  for  the  especial  benefit  of  the 
.  complainants,  in  order  to  save  their  costs,  and  enable  the  court 
to  decide^  in  the  cheapest  and  most  expeditious  manner,  the 
true  construction  of  the  will  of  the  deceased,  and  was  never 
intended  to  deprive  the  defendants  of  the  payments  and  equi- 
table offsets  they  had  to  the  claim.  They  filed  likewise  an 
affidavit,  that  Alfred  Tolson  died  about  the  7th  day  of  April. 
1837,  leaving  a  widow,  Elizabeth  Tolson,  and  one  child, 
Wilhebnina  l^olson,  a  minor. 

On  this  petition  the  chancellor,  by  order,  passed  1st  May, 
1839,  declares,  that  the  cause  was  abated  by  the  death  of  one 
of  the  parties^  '^  and  that  no  further  proceedings  can  be  had 
therein,  until  it  has  been  r^ularly  revived  by  a  bill  of  revivor. 
And  it  is  clear,  that  so  much  of  the  petition  as  prays  for  leave 
to  answer  must  be  rejected,  because  the  chancellor  can^  in  no 
respect,  vary  or  depart  from  the  terms  of  the  decree  of  the 
Court  of  Appeals,  which  does  not  intimate,  that  the  defend- 
ants are  to  be  allowed  to  answer."  He  therefore  dismisses 
the  petition. 

On  the  22nd  of  July,  1840,  John  Tolson  filed  his  bill  of 
revivor  against  the  widow,  and  only  child  and  heir  at  law  of 
Alfred  Tolson,  who,  in  their  answers  thereto,  allege,  that  the 
devisees  of  said  Francis  Tolson  have,  since  his  death,  made 
large  advances  to  complainant  for  his  maintenance;  that  he 
and  his  family  have  always  occupied,  free  from  rent^  a  very 
good  farm^  belonging  to  the  estate  of  the  testator,  worth  about 
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^200  per  aonuin^  and  insist,  that  an  account  should  be  taken 
of  these  advances,  and  that  the  whole  real  estate  of  the  de- 
ceased, some  of  which  has  been  sold,  is  chaigeable  with  what- 
ever may  be  decreed  to  complainant. 

The  complainant  excepted  to  these  answers,  because  they 
attempt  to  make  defence  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  as  stated  in 
the  original  bill,  when  they  ought  to  be  confined  to  the  matters 
stated  in  the  bill  of  revivor.  The  chancellor  sustained  the 
exceptions  by  an  order,  passed  9th  July,  1842;  and,  by  an 
order  passed  25th  July,  1842,  referred  the  cause  to  the  auditor 
for  an  account,  as  directed  by  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peals. 

On  the  11th  of  July,  1843,  the  auditor  made  his  report,  in 
which  he  allows  the  complainant  for  his  support,  from  1st  Jan- 
uary, 1825,  (the  day  of  the  death  of  F^'oncis  Tolsoiiy)  to  1st 
July,  1843,  at  the  rate  of  $250  per  year,  reducing  that  sum^ 
by  $60  per  year,  from  1st  January,  1825,  to  1st  January,  1834, 
according  to  the  admissions  of  the  bill.  The  sum  made  over 
to  complainant  by  the  account,  is  $6,084.41.  The  defendants 
excepted  to  the  report,  and  filed  a  petition  for  leave  to  take 
further  testimony.  In  this  petition,  they  suggest  the  death  of 
some  of  the  original  parlies,  and  the  insolvency  of  others. 

On  the  10th  of  November,  1843,  the  cause  was  ordered  to 
stand  over,  with  leave,  by  an  amended  or  supplemental  bill, 
to  introduce  such  new  matter  as  may  have  arisen  out  o(,  or 
been  occasioned  by,  the  death  or  insolvency  of  some  of  the 
parties,  and  to  make  such  other  persons  parties,  as  may  be 
deemed  necessary  and  proper. 

A  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement  was  accordingly  filed,  sug- 
gesting, that  Thomas  H.  Tolsorif  who  had  been  named  as  a 
defendant  to  the  original  bill,  and  in  whose  name  a  demurrer 
thereto  had  been  filed,  died  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  bill,  intes- 
tate, and  without  issue;  and  that  under  the  limitations  con- 
tained in  the  will  of  the  testator,  Francis  Tolson,  the  estate  of 
Thomas  had  devolved  on  his  biothers,  named  as  parties  to  the 
original  bill,  and  that  they  were  in  actual  possession  and  en^ 
joyment  of  that  estate  when  the  bill  was  filed.    That  Wthdi' 
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mina  TtJson  had  died  inteetate,  and  without  issue ,  and  her 
interests  had  devolved  on  persons  named  as  her  heirs  at  law; 
and  that  Edward  Tolson  had  applied  for  the  benefit  of  the 
insolvent  lawS;  and  William  H.  Thick  had  been  appointed  his 
permanent  trustee;  and  that  some  of  the  defendants  were  non- 
residents. 

Henry y  Williatn,  George  S.y  and  Alexander  H.  Tolsony 
answer  and  admit  the  deaths  of  Thomas  R,  and  Wihelmina 
Tolsony  as  stated  in  the  bill,  and  say,  that  Edward  Tolson's 
share  of  his  father's  estate  is  now  held  and  owned  by  Henry 
Tolson.  They  also  aver,  that  John  Tolsony  the  complainant, 
has  received  a  reasonable  support  from  them. 

William  H.  Tuck  answera  and  admits^  that  he  is  the  trustee 
of  Edward  Tolsony  but  denies  that  he  has  ever  received  any 
portion  of  his  estate.  He  claims  that  part  of  the  estate  of  Wil- 
helmina  Tolsony  which  descended  from  her  to  Edward  Tolson. 

On  the  6th  of  November,  1844,  a  decree,  j^ro  confessoy  was 
passed,  after  order  of  publication  duly  published,  against  Ed- 
ward Tolson  and  George  Semmesy  and  Maryy  his  wife,  the 
non-resident  defendants. 

Horatio  Edelen,  and  Eleanor y  his  wife,  answer  and  say, 
they  have  sold  their  share  of  ibt  estate  of  Wihelmina  Tolson 
to  Alexander  H.  Tolsony  and  therefore  disclaim  all  interest  in 
this  suit.  But  if  they  are  accountable,  they  insist  on  all  the 
defences  taken  in  the  answer  of  Henry  Tolson  and  others. 

On  the  8th  of  January,  1846^  it  was  agreed,  thai  an  appear- 
ance shall  be  entered  for  the  non-resident  defendants,  and  that 
they  shall  have  the  benefit  of  every  defence  they  could  take,  if 
they  had  filed  answers  similar  to  the  answer  filed  by  Edelen 
and  wife;  that  a  general  replication  be  entered,  and  the  cause 
sent  at  once  to  the  auditor  for  an  account,  and  an  order  was 
passed  accordingly. 

Depositions  were  then  taken  on  both  sides,  the  substance  of 
which  sufiSciently  appears  from  the  exceptions  of  the  parties 
and  reports  of  the  auditor. 

Complainant  excepted  to  so  much  of  the  testimony  as  goes 
to  show  any  greater  yearly  profits  to  the  complainant,  down  to 
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the  filing  of  Ihe  bill;  in  1834;  than  the  sum  of  $60,  admitted 
in  the  bill. 

On  the  5th  of  March,  1847;  the  auditor  made  a  further  re- 
port; accompanied  by  two  accounts.  In  account  A;  he  assumes 
that  complainant;  as  (he  head  of  a  family,  ought  to  be  allowed 
$225  per  annum,  (hat  he  was  main(ained  at  (be  cost  of  defen- 
dants, up  to  let  January,  1830,  and  subsequently  received  an 
equivalent  to  the  amount  of  $60  per  year.  The  sum  made, 
due  on  these  principles,  1st  March,  1847,  is  $4,280.22.  In 
account  C,  he  assumes  that  the  proper  allowance  to  be  made 
him;  as  a  single  man;  ought  to  be  $1 75  per  annum,  and  then 
adopting  the  other  principles  assumed  in  account  A;  the  sum 
ascertained  to  be  due;  is  $2,005.39. 

The  complainant  excepted  to  the  report  and  accounts  on  the 
grounds:  1st.  That  the  reasonable  allowance  for  his  support, 
ought  to  have  been  $250  per  annum.  2nd.  That  this  allow- 
ance ought  to  date  back  from  the  1st  January,  1825,  the  day 
of  the  death  of  the  testator.  3rd.  That  no  deduction  should 
be  made  from  the  above  allowance,  beyond  the  sum  of  $60 
per  year.  And  4th.  That  no  deduction,  whatever,  should  be 
made  from  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  bill. 

The  defendants,  by  their  exceptions,  insist  in  substance :  1st. 
That  the  complainant  was  maintained  by  them  sufficiently, 
and  no  allowance,  whatever,  ought  to  be  made  to  him.  2nd. 
That  the  allowance  made  him  by  the  auditor,  is  excessive,  and 
the  principles  assumed  in  ascertaining  that  allowance,  are  er- 
roneous. 3rd.  That  the  liability  of  the  several  devisees  of 
FVaticis  Tokofi,  deceased,  is  several,  and  should  be  propor- 
tioned according  to  the  values  of  their  respective  estates,  and 
not  joint,  as  assumed  by  the  auditor. 

The  cause  was  submitted  on  these  exceptions,  and  the  chan- 
cellor (JoHNSoN;)  passed  an  order;  dated  14lh  of  June,  1847, 
referring  the  case  again  to  the  auditor,  with  instructions  to  state 
an  account,  in  conformity  to  the  views  expressed  in  the  follow- 
opinion: 

'<  The  Court  of  Appeals  decided,  in  this  case,  that  the  devise 
in  the  will  of  Francis  Ihbon,  so  far  as  regarded  the  family  of 


OF  MARYLAND.  383 


Toleon  m,  ToIsod,  et  a/.— 1849. 


hb  SOD,  John,  foikd  for  uncertainty,  but  that  this  did  not  aflTect 
the  devise  to  John;  and  in  the  decree  passed  in  February ,  1839, 
it  was  ordered  that  the  cause  be  remanded  to  this  court,  that  an 
account  might  be  taken  upon  proof  to  be  adduced  before  the 
auditor,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  sum  it  would  be 
proper  to  allow,  per  annumy  for  the  support  and  maintenance 
of  the  said  Johriy  dating  from  the  day  of  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator, regard  being  had  in  making  such  ascertainment,  to  the 
condilioQ  and  habits  in  life  of  the  testator,  and  his  son,  Jb/m, 
and  also  to  the  value  of  the  property  devised  by  the  father  to 
the  defendants.  It  was  further  decreed,  that  the  sum  which 
may  be  allowed  said  John,  from  the  death  of  his  father  to  the 
date  of  the  decree,  and  also  the  annuity  which  may  be  decreed 
to  be  paid  him  thereafter,  shall  be  a  charge  upon  the  entire  real 
estate  devised  by  the  testator  to  the  defendants,  and  that  the 
said  real  estate  shall  be  answerable  therefor. 

'^The  cause  was  accordingly  remanded,  and  comes  now  be- 
fore this  court,  upon  exceptions  to  the  report  of  the  auditor, 
made  in  conformity  with  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Appeals. 
In  the  bill  which  was  filed  in  March,  1834,  it  was  stated,  that 
the  complainant,  John  Tolson,  had  received,  for  each  year 
since  the  death  of  the  testator,  from  his  devisees,  an  amount 
not  exceeding  $60  per  annum,  but  that  they  now  (that  is,  at 
the  period  of  filing  the  bill,)  refuse  to  give  him  anything. 
This  bill  was  demurred  to,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  the 
defendants,  or  any  of  them,  have  ever  made  John  Tolson  rny 
allowance  since  it  was  filed.  There  is  evidence,  however,  that 
John  Tolson,  from  the  period  of  the  death  of  his  father,  up  to 
the  year  1829,  occupied  and  worked  a  farm  devised  by  the  tes- 
tator to  his  son,  G^r^e,  from  which  time,  for  three  or  four 
years,  he  cultivated  the  same  farm  on  shares,  with  one  of  the 
other  sons,  and  that,  from  the  latter  period,  until  December, 
1845,  when  he  left  the  State,  he  lived  on  other  portions  of  the 
estate  left  by  the  testator. 

'^Looking  to  the  opinion  and  decree  of  the  Court  of  Appels, 
the  chancellor  thinks  that  the  true  test  in  determining  the  amount 
of  the  allowance  to  be  made  to  John  Tolson,  is  his  condition 
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and  habits,  and  the  value  of  the  estate  devised  by  the  testator 
to  the  defendants,  his  seven  sons.  The  testator,  no  doubt,  in- 
tended that  the  request  which  he  made  of  his  seven  sons,  should 
go  beyond  (he  mere  taking  care  of  his  son,  John.  They  were 
to  take  care  of  him  and  his  family;  but  the  uncertainty  of  the 
term '^  family,"  rendered  that  part  of  the  will  void,  and  the 
duty  of  the  seven  sons  is  restricted  to  the  maintenance  and  sup- 
port of  Jb/m,  alone.  In  my  opinion,  the  nearest  approxima- 
tion which  can  be  made  to  the  amount  which  shall  be  allowed 
for  the  support  of  John  Tolson,  will  be  attained  by  making  an 
average  of  the  testimony  of  all  the  witnesses  who  have  testified 
upon  the  subject,  as  well  those  who  speak  of  him  as  the  head 
of  a  family,  as  those  who  testify  to  what  it  would  cost  to  support 
him  as  a  single  man. 

^'  I  am  also  of  opinion,  that  if,  from  the  death  of  the  testator, 
in  1824,  the  evidence  shows,  that  John  Tolson  was  in  posses- 
sion and  use  of  property  left  by  (he  testator,  equivalent  to  his 
support,  that  no  further  allowance  is  to  be  made  him  during  the 
period  of  such  possession  and  use,  as  it  must  be  presumed  that 
the  Court  of  Appeals  did  not  mean  to  give  him  more  than  a 
support,  or  to  give  him  that  of  which  he  had  been  already  in 
the  enjoyment.  I  am  further  of  opinion,  that  the  credit  of  $60 
per  annum,  is  to  stop  with  the  filing  of  the  bill,  unless  it  be 
shown,  by  the  proof,  that  it  was  paid  to  John  Tolson  subse- 
quent to  that  period,  unless  he  received  some  equivalent  ad- 
vantage. 

'^  In  ascertaining  the  amount  of  the  benefit  enjoyed  by  John 
Tolson,  from  the  possession  and  use  of  property  left  by  the  tes- 
tator, the  auditor  will  make  an  average  of  the  testimony,  in- 
cluding Mary  Ann  McPherson.  The  evidence  in  relation  to 
the  value  of  the  estate  devised  and  bequeathed  by  the  testator 
to  the  defendants,  is  somewhat  indefinite,  but  the  chancellor, 
nevertheless,  thinks,  that  upon  a  fair  construction  of  it,  and 
especially  of  the  proof  of  Thomas  Berry,  returned  on  the  11th 
of  July,  1845,  (hat  sufficient  data  may  be  found,  upon  which 
such  an  account  as  is  contemplated  by  the  Court  of  Appeals, 
may  be  stated.    The  Court  of  Appeals  having  decided,  that  the 
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sums  which  shall  be  allowed  JbAn  TUsoit,  from  the  death  of 
his  father  to  the  date  of  the  decree^  and  also  the  annuity  which 
may  be  decreed  to  be  paid  him  annually  thereafter,  shall  be  a 
charge  upon  the  entire  estate  devised  to^hedefendants^and  that 
said  real  estate  shall  be  answerable  therefor,  the  chancellor 
thinks  that  the  entire  estate  is  liable  for  the  entire  sum  fn^oA'cb, 
and  that,  consequently,  there  is  no  necessity  for  an  account 
charging  each  devisee  for  his  proportion,  however  convenient 
such  an  account  might  be,  for  the  adjustment  of  the  affairs  of 
the  defendants  iider  sese.  The  chancellor  also  thinks,  that 
the  said  defendants  are  chargeable  with  interest  on  the  balance 
due  for  each  year,  as  stated  in  former  reports  of  the  auditor." 

On  the  7th  December,  1847,  the  auditor  made  bis  (inal  re- 
port. He  assumes,  upon  the  testimony  of  Mary  Ann  McPher- 
soUj  that  up  to  the  year  1835,  the  complainant  had  received  a 
full  equivalent  for  his  support;  next,  by  bringing  her  testimony 
which  estimates  the  value  of  those  advantages  at  $250  to  $300, 
with  that  of  MiddUton,  who  estimates  th^m  at  $80  or  $90,  and 
with  that  of  Ceesar  A.  Ganitf  who  estimates  them  at  $25,  the 
average  from  1835  to  1838,  is  adjusted  at  $126,661  per  annum, 
and  from  1838  to  1845,  at  $182.50  per.  annum,  and  lastly,  that 
the  proper  allowance  to  be  made  for  complainant's  support, 
would  be  $197.50  per  annum^  upon  these  principles,  the  sum 
ascertained  to  be  due  on  the  Ist  of  December,  1847,  is  $908.17. 

The  defendants  excepted  to  this  report  on  the  grounds:  1st. 
That  the  testimony  of  Mary  Ann  McPherson  ought  not  to 
have  been  brought  into  average  with  that  of  Middletou  and 
GarUt,  they  testifying  to  different  subjects.  She  proving  that 
the  advantages  ai>d  privileges  which  complainant  received  from 
defendants,  weijc  worth  $250  or  $300.  Whereas  the  latter  tes- 
tify only  as  10  the  vaUie  of  the  land  complainant  held  of  de- 
fendants. 2nd.  That  said  testimony  of  Miss  McPhersou, 
standing  alone,  would  show  that  nothing  ought  to  be  allowed 
to  the  complaiiuint  for  bis  support.  3rd.  ^Fhat  the  allowance 
made  him  by  the  auditor,  is  eixesaive,  and  is  not  warranted  by 
the  testimony. 
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The  complainant  again  excepted  to  ibe  admissibility  of  all 
the  evidence  offered,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  com- 
plainant had  been  supported,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  the  defen- 
dants;  and  also  to  the  auditor's  report:  Isf.  Because  founded 
on  such  inadmissible  testimony.  2nd.  Because  the  auditor 
has  given  undue  weight  to  the  testimony  of  Mary  Ann  Mc- 
Pher9on.  3rd.  For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  exceptions  to  the 
former  report. 

The  chancellor;  by  his  decree,  passed  lOth  of  February, 
1847,  ratified  the  auditor's  report,  and  directed  the  defendants 
to  pay  to  the  complainant  the  sum  ascertained,  by  the  auditor, 
to  be  due  to  him  for  arrears,  and  also  the  further  sum  of 
$197.50,  in  half  yearly  payments,  commencing  on  the  Isi 
December,  1847,  and  continuing  during  his  life. 

Both  the  defendants  and  the  complainant  appealed  from  this 
decree. 

The  cause  was  aigued  before  Dorset,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
Magruder,  Martin,  and  Frick,  J. 

Pratt  and  Alexander,  for  complainant,  insisted: 

1st.  That  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  already  passed 
on  the  former  appeal,  and  which  gives  law  to  this  case,  entitles 
him  to  recover  an  adequate  allowance  for  his  subsistence,  from 
the  time  of  the  death  of  fVancis  7bbon,  the  testator,  to  the 
time  of  the  final  decree  to  be  passed  in  this  cause,  subject  only 
to  a  deduction  therefrom  to  amount  of  $60  per  year,  from  the 
time  of  the  testator's  death,  to  the  time  of  filing  the  bill,  and 
that,  under  said  decree,  evidence  is  admissible  only  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  what  would  be  an  adequate  allowance  for 
subsistence,  irrespective  of  any  payments  or  allowances  which 
may  have  been  made  to  the  complainant. 

2nd.  That  as  said  decree  directs  that,  in  making  the  allow- 
ance to  the  complainant,  due  regard  is  to  be  had  to  his  condi- 
tion and  habits  in  life,  it  is  concluded  that  the  allowance  must 
have  respect  to  the  fact,  that  he  is,  and  was,  at  the  time  of  (he 
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testator's  deaths  a  father  of  a  young  family^  dependent  on  him 
fbr  subsistence. 

3rd.  That  if  evidence  is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing that  the  complainant  was  subsisted  for  any  time,  entirely  or 
in  part,  to  a  greater  extent  or  value  than  is  admitted  by  the  bill, 
the  deductions  made  from  the  testimony  in  the  record,  by  the 
auditor,  are  erroneous;  and  on  this  point  he  will  especially  in- 
sist, that  the  testimony  of  Mary  Ann  McPherson  ought  to  have 
been  excluded,  because  of  its  extravagance. 

4th.  That  the  aforesaid  decree  of  this  court  has  established, 
that  the  subsistence  to  be  provided  for  the  complainant,  is 
charged  upon  all  the  real  tstate  of  the  testator  in  solido.  The 
chancellor  ought,  therefore,  to  have  passed  a  formal  decree, 
expressly  declaring,  that  said  real  estate  is  chargeable  with  the 
arrears  now  due  the  complainant,  and  the  further  sums  which 
may  become  due,  and  ought  to  have  provided  for  a  sale  of  said 
lands,  or  for  an  application  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  to 
the  payment  of  the  sums  due,  and  to  become  due  to  the  com- 
plainant. 

Tuck  and  Randall,  for  defendants,  contended: 

That  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  was  erroneous,  so  far  as  it 
overruled  their  exceptions  to  the  auditor's  account,  which  they 
insist  were  well  taken,  and  which  constitute  their  points  as  ap- 
pellants. 

2nd.  As  appellees,  the  defendants  insist,  that  the  order  of 
the  chancellor,  of  the  10th  of  February,  1848,  was  correct  in 
overniling  the  exception  of  the  complainant  to  the  auditor's 
account. 

Chambers,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  argument  in  this  case  has  proceeded  chiefly  on  the 
ground,  that  the  decree  heretofore  made  by  this  court  was  of  a 
conclusive  character,  not  only  in  regard  to  the  general  question 
of  complainant's  right  to  recover,  but  as  to  the  details  and 
amount  to  be  allowed  him,  and  the  particular  rules  by  which 
the  auditor  was  to  be  controled.    In  short,  that  the  defeadants 
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in  the  bill  were  thereby  precluded  from  making  any  defence 
upon  the  merits.  It  is  obvious^  that  if  such  a  construction  be 
given  to  our  former  decree,  as  to  deprive  the  defendants  of  the 
privilege  of  showings  that  the  requisitions  of  the  will  have  been 
in  whole  or  in  part  complied  with,  and  to  enforce  a  contribu- 
tion for  the  complainant^s  support,  when  they  have  in  fact 
previously  made  that  contribution,  injustice  must  be  done. 

As  this  court  Would  most  unwillingly  occasion  such  injus- 
tice, so  will  it  etert  every  legitimate  authority  to  prevent  its 
infliction.  We  are  quite  willing  to  admity  that  the  language 
of  our  former  decree  might  and  shouk)  have  been  more  care- 
ftilty  considered,  but  we  think  a  fair  interpretation  of  it  will 
not  preclude  the  just  claims  of  the  defendants  to  make  a  full 
deffence  upon  the  merits.  The  bill  was  died  upon  the  hypo- 
thesis, that  by  the  legal  effect  cf  the  will,  John  Tolsati  and 
John  Tolson^$  family^  were  entitled  to  a  maintenance  out  of 
the  estate  of  the  testator.  The  defendants  assumed  the  theory^ 
that  the  bequest  was  altogether  void,  so  that  it  conveyed  no 
interest  to  John  Tolson  or  to  his  family.  To  avoid  the  labof^ 
time  and  expanse  of  ascertaining  whether  the  devisees  of  the 
testator  bad  complied  with  the  terms  of  the  bequest,  as  con- 
strued by  the  complainantyan  agreement  was  filed  to  the  effect, 
that  for  this  purpose — that  is  to  try  the  rights  of  eomplainaDt 
in  the  most  summary  way — a  demurrer  to  the  bill  should  be 
filed.  This  brought  the  general  question  of  the  effect  of  ihe 
bequest  before  the  late  chancellor ^  who  decreed/  that  the  be- 
quest was  void  for  uncertainty.  Upon  an  appeal  to  this  coart, 
that  decree  was  reversed,  this  court  being  of  opinion ^  that  so 
far  as  a  maintenance  to  John  was  directed  by  Ibe  will,  k  was 
sufficiently  certain,  but  that  as  to  the  family^  it  was  void.  The 
object  of  the  agreement  was  then  gratified,  and  the  parties  be- 
came informed  of  their  rights  under  the  will.  It  was  not  com- 
petent in  this  court  to  allow  the  defendants  to  withdraw  their 
demurrer  and  answer  over,  although  provision  for  doing  so  in 
the  court  below  might  have  been  made  in  the  decree.  The 
decree  given  by  this  court  was,  in  its  terms,  calculated  to  afifocd 
the  relief  to  which  the  allegations  of  the  bill  entitled  the  com- 
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plainant^  those  allegations  being  in  (be  posture  of  the  case  as  it 
then  stood  admitted  by  the  demurrer^  and  although  it  would 
have  been  more  regular  to  have  ordered  the  case  to  be  returned 
to  the  chancery  court;  with  the  privilege  to  the  defendants  to 
answer  to  the  merhs^  if  they  chose  to  avail  themselves  of  their 
privilege  to  do  so,  yet  it  does  not  follow^  (hat  such  right  was 
taken  away  by  any  thing  in  our  decree.  Upon  the  question, 
whether  that  right  might  be  exercised  after  the  case  was  again 
in  the  possession  of  the  chancellor,  the  decree  is  silent,  and  for 
that  reason,  is  within  the  case  of  DuvaUand  The  Fbrmers 
Banky  9  6r.  ^  /.,  32,  in  which  it  was  held,  ''that  upon  a 
second  appeal  in  the  same  case,  (his  court  may  look  into  and 
decide  questions  involved  in  the  record  previously  brought  up, 
when  a  decision  of  those  questions  was  not  made  upon  the 
former  appeal.'^  We  think,  therefore,  that  the  chancellor  was 
in  error  by  the  order  of  Ist  May,  1839,  rejecting  (he  petition 
which  the  defendants  preferred,  asking  leave  to  answer  fully 
upon  the  merits;  and  also  by  the  order  of  9(h  July,  1842,  rul- 
ing the  exceptions  to  the  answer  good,  on  the  ground  that  the 
defendants  were  not  at  liberty  to  answer  to  the  merits  of  the 
case  stated  in  the  original  bill. 

The  decree  of  this  court  was  express  on  the  point,  that  a 
maintenance  to  John  Tolsan,  as  an  individual,  was  secured 
by  the  will,  and  the  reference  to  the  '^condition  and  habits  of 
life"  of  John  Tolson  and  his  late  father,  was  intended  to  have 
allusion  to  the  ex(ent  of  the  estate  and  to  their  mode  of  living, 
so  far  as  its  expensiveness  or  economy  were  concerned,  and 
the  practice  and  habits,  in  this  respect,  of  the  persons  with 
whom  they  associated.  It  will  readily  occur,  that  where  a 
man  of  very  large  fortune,  whose  habits  of  life  have  been  lux- 
urious, and  who  has  indulged  his  children  in  the  most  expen- 
sive style  of  dress,  and  other  items  of  habitual  gratification, 
provides  for  the  maintenance  of  a  child,  whose  misfortunes  or 
infirmities  of  character  make  him  unfit  to  be  trusted  with  the 
possession  of  a  distributive  portion  of  his  estate,  a  larger  annual 
expenditure  would  be  proper  and.  indeed,  necessary  to  his 
comfort,  than  in  a  case  differing  in  all  respects,  so  far  as  wealthy 


390         CASES  In  the  court  op  appeai^ 

Tolson  108.  Tolsdn,  et  tf/.— 184^. 

and  luxurious  or  expensive  habits  of  living  were  conceraed. 
A  man  may  be  comfortable,  with  plain  fare  and  plain  dress, 
who  has  always  been  accustomed  to  them,  while  to  another, 
who  has  always  indulged  in  a  contrary  practice,  and  whose 
associations  are  with  those  of  similar  habits  of  indulgence,  it 
would  be  anything  but  comfort  to  be  reduced  to  the  same  kind 
of  economy.  The  terms  were  employed  in  the  decree  in  the 
sense  here  expressed,  and  not  as  denoting  his  condition  rela- 
tively to  his  wife  and  children,  and  servants;  and  the  extent 
or  value  of  the  estate  of  the  testator,  was  considered  a  proper 
element  in  the  estimate  of  a  reasonable  allowance,  as  it  cannot 
be  inferred,  that  with  a  family  of  seven  other  sons  and  two 
daughters,  it  was  his  design  to  give  the  whole,  or  a  very  large 
proportion,  of  the  profits  of  his  entire  estate  to  the  maintenance 
of  one  son,  to  whom  he  did  not  deem  it  prudent  to  devise  any 
portion  of  his  estate. 

The  opinion  of  the  present  chancellor,  as  expressed  in  his 
order  of  the  1 4th  June,  1847,  gives  a  very  proper  interpretation 
to  the  decree  of  this  court,  except  in  the  particulars  about  to  be 
mentioned.  The  first  is,  that  he  allows  the  testimony  which 
bad  been  given,  as  to  the  sum  necessary  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  complainant,  regarded  as  <<the  head  of  a  family,"  to 
enter  into  the  average  with  the  estimates  of  what  was  necessary 
for  his  individual  support;  and,  again,  he  seems  to  consider 
the  decree  of  this  court  as  requiring  the  charge  to  be  made  in 
solido^  and  not  distributively  amongst  the  several  defendants. 
The  court  did  not  design,  by  saying  the  entire  real  estate  was 
chargeable,  to  confine  the  chancellor  to  any  particular  mode  of 
securing  to  the  complainant  the  benefit  of  the  lien,  but  only  to 
announce  the  opinion  that  a  lien  was  created.  Being  of  opin- 
ion with  the  chancellor,  that  there  are  manifest  advantages  in 
adjusting  the  rights  of  all  the  parties  definitely,  there  appears 
to  us  great  propriety  in  arranging  the  account  accordingly. 
By  the  terms  of  the  act  of  Assembly,  we  are  botmd,  while  the 
case  is  before  us,  to  correct  any  errors  throughout  the  prepress 
of  the  cause  which  are  complained  of  on  the  appeal,  and  we 
must,  therefore,  reverse  the  several  ordere  before  mentioned, 
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and  allow  the  case  to  be  returned  to  the  chancery  court,  to 
permit  the  defendants,  if  they  find  it  necessary  to  do  so,  to 
answer  fully  to  the  bill,  on  such  terms  as  the  chancellor^  pur- 
suant to  the  practice  of  the  court,  may  prescribe,  and  for  such 
further  proceedings  as  the  nature  of  the  case  and  justice  to  the 
respective  parties  may  require. 

As  some  points  of  detail  have  been  argued,  it  may  avoid 
future  litigation  on  them  to  say,  that  we  are  of  opinion,  that 
the  complainant's  portion  of  the  land  derived  to  him  by  inheri- 
tance from  Wilielmina  Tolsottj  is  chargeable,  as  every  part  of 
the  real  estate  is,  with  its  proportionate  share  of  the  allowance, 
and  we  think  the  most  efiectual  mode  of  imposing  the  charge, 
would  be  by  crediting  this  aliquot  part  against  his  claim,  and 
thus  reducing  the  amount  chargeable  to  the  owners  of  the 
other  portions. 

Martha  E.  Tolson,  the  widow  of  Alfredy  can  only  be 
chargeable  in  respect  of  her  dower,  and  her  child  only  as  heir 
to  the  father,  Alfred  Tolson, 

Interest  is  properly  chargeable  at  the  expiration  of  the  year, 
if  any  balance  then  remains  due,  according  to  the  principle,  in 
that  respect,  adopted  by  the  account,  which  was  confirmed  by 
the  chancellor. 

CAUSE  REMANDED 

UNDER  ACT  OF  1832. 


Richard  Barnes,  and  Robert  Ferousson,  Exc'rs  of 
John  Barnes,  vs.  Peter  W.  Grain,  and  Henry  G.  S. 
Key,  Adm'rs  of  Mary  C.  B.  Compton,  and  next 
FRIEND  OF  Barnes  Comfton. — December^  1849. 

The  jarifldiction  of  coartf  of  equity  to  superintend  the  administration  of  as- 
sets, and  decree  distribution  among  legatees,  is  now  f\iUy  established. 
ETery  guardiasi  however  appointedi  is  under  the  superintendanco  and  control 
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of  a  court  of  chancery,  and  may  be  there  held  responsible  for  hie  coaducta 
upon  application  of  the  infant  by  prockein  tmi, 

A  bill  in  equity  may  be  filed  daring  infancy,  and  the  court  will  bear  any  one 
on  behalf  of  the  infant. 

A  bill  filed  by  the  representatiTes  of  a  ward^  against  the  executors  of  a  guar, 
dian,  in  whose  hands  the  estate  of  the  infant  rensained  unaccounted  for  al 
his  death,  is  clearly  within  the  jurisdiction  of  chancery. 

The  intervention  of  a  remedy  at  common  law,  against  the  representatiTes  of 
the  guardian,  cannut  be  made  to  control  the  original  relief  which  chancery 
had  the  power  to  afford. 

Where  the  authority  and  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  chancery  is  original  and 
established,  it  is  not  ousted  by  a  statutory  provision,  giving  to  courts  of  Uw 
power  over  the  same  subject. 

Chancery  will  entertain  a  bill  which,  on  its  face,  discloses  a  complete  remedy 
at  law,  where  sufficient  ground  is  shown  ibr  going  into  equity. 

As  evidence  of  payment  of  a  legacy  due  to  a  ward,  the  defendants  relied  on 
a  memorandum  in  the  handwriting  of  C,  the  husband  of  the  ward,  by 
which  he  charged  himself  with  "  amount  of  B*9  drafl,  500,"  {B  being  the 
guardian.)  The  draft  was  not  produced,  and  there  was  no  proof  of  its 
payment,  or  on  what  account  it  was  drawn.  They  further  claimed  a  credit 
of  1(15,000,  being  the  amount  of  a  check  by  B,  on  a  bank  in  Baltimore^ 
payable  to  C,  or  bearer^  which  was  paid  by  the  bank,  but  to  whom  the 
money  was  paid,  did  not  appear.  Hkld  :  that  this  evidence  of  payment 
was  too  indefinite  and  vague  to  entitle  the  guardian  to  a  discharge  in 
equity. 

When  payments  of  this  character,  looking  to  the  discharge  of  a  guardian's 
account,  are  made,  it  is  essential  that  the  party,  at  his  peril,  should  obtain 
and  preserve  tho  necessary  and  legal  evidence  to  that  efiect. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Chancery. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  in  1845^  by  the  appellees,  to 
recover  of  the  appellaotB  a  pecuniary  legacy  bequeathed,  in 
1818,  by  Samuel  Bond  to  Mary  C,  B.  Compton,  and  which 
came  to  the  hands  of  Jo/m  Barnee^  the  executor  of  Samuel 
Bondy  and  the  testator  of  the  appellants. 

The  answer  admits,  the  bequest  by  Samuel  Bond  to  his 
grandniece,  Mary  O.  B.  Barnes;  the  reception  of  the  legacy 
by  John  Banies  yihe  executor  of  S.  Bondj  and  the  guardian  o( 
Mary  C.  B.  Barnes;  the  marriage  of  M.  C  B.  Barnes  to 
Mr.  CompUmj  in  1824^  her  death  in  1834,  and  thai  of  her 
husband,  in  1837,  leaving  the  complainant,  Barnes  Comptonf 
their  only  child  and  heir  at  law.    The  answer  also  admits  the 
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administration  of  the  complainants  Key  and  Crairiy  upon  the 
estate  of  Mrs.  Compton^  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  personal 
estate  of  John  Barnes^  in  their  hands,  as  executors  to  pay  the 
legacy.  The  defence  set  up  is,  that  the  legacy  had  been  paid. 
The  defendants  also  excepted  to  the  averments  of  the  bill^  and 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 

The  facts  of  the  cause  are  so  fully  stated  in  the  opinion^  as 
to  render  a  further  statement  of  them^  or  of  the  testimony^  un- 
necessary. 

The  chancellor  (Johnson^)  decided,  that  the  complainants 
were  entitled  to  relief,  and  passed  an  order  referring  the  cause 
to  the  auditor,  to  state  the  necessary  accounts.  From  this  order 
the  defendants  appealed.  The  opinion  of  the  chancellor,  ac- 
companying this  order,  is  reported  in  1^/  Md.  Ch,  Decisions^ 
151. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorset,  C.  J.,  Chambers, 
Magruder,  Martin,  and  Fkick,  J. 

Randall  and  Causin,  for  the  appellants,  on  the  questions 
of  lapse  of  time  and  jurisdiction: 

The  court  see,  that  this  is  a  bill  for  the  recovery  of  a  legacy 
twenty-seven  years  after  the  testator  bequeathed  it,  and  died — 
twenty  years  after  the  right  of  action  accrued  to  the  legatee, 
by  her  intermarriage,  or  more,  as  it  may  be  her  right  of  action 
accrued  before  her  marriage — during  ten  years  of  which  twenty, 
she  was  living  with  her  husband,  and  during  three  years  longer 
the  husband  lived,  surviving  his  wife.  The  bill  alleges  no 
iibsence  from  the  State,  no  disability  to  sue,  no  ignorance  of 
rights,  nothing  to  arrest  this  right  of  action,  or  prevent  recovery. 

As  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  cotirt,  which  is  excepted  to,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  of  the  right  of  action  for  the  recovery  of  this 
legacy  on  the  executor's  bond,  nor  on  the  guardians  bond—* 
which  could  have  been  brought  by  the  legatee  and  her  husband, 
or  by  her  surviving  husband,  for  twelve  years  after  their  inter- 
man'iage,  at  least — for  seven  years  after  the  passage  of  this  ac- 
count, whereta  John  Bonnes  had  claimed  credit  for  these  Lega- 
SO        v.8 
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cies.  No  account  was  required^  no  difficulty  whatever  requiring 
the  aid  of  a  court  of  chanbery^  no  special  circumstance,  what- 
ever, shown  why  the  parties  should  go  into  equity.  We  say, 
therefore,  there  is  no  jurisdiction  in  this  case  in  a  court  of  equity; 
a  court  of  law  would  have  fully  administered  relief,  else  all 
estates  may  be  brought  here.  2  G,  Sf*  /. ,  14,  Gibbs  vs.  ClagcU. 
12  G.  ^  J,y  477,  Richardson  vs.  StUlinger. 

Our  testamentary  system,  and  acts  of  Assembly,  giving  the 
right  to  sue  and  recover  legacies  at  law,  causes  much  of  the 
English  law  on  the  subject,  to  be  inapplicable  to  us.  Kane 
vs.  Bloodgoody  7  John.  Ch.  Rep.y  90. 

If  a  suit  had  been  brought  at  law,  on  either  the  executor's 
bond,  or  the  guardian's  bond,  no  doubt  can  be  entertained  that, 
by  our  statute,  it  would  have  been  barred  by  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations.    3  G.  (5*  /.,  389,  Green  vs.  Johnson. 

Whether  the  suit  had  been  for  the  legacy  or  not,  and  what- 
ever  proceedings  had  been  instituted  at  law,  for  the  recovery  of 
this  legacy,  it  would  have  been  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions. As  there  are  forms  of  action  at  law,  by  which  this  action 
for  the  legacy  may  be  maintained,  equity  will  follow  the  law  in 
applying  the  same  rule  when  the  suit  is  brought  here,  although 
there  be  no  such  special  limitation  provided  by  law,  within 
which  the  legacy  must  be  sued  for.  7  John.  Ch.  Rep.j  90, 
above. 

Now  this  very  fact,  that  there  is  no  such  special  provision  to 
bar  a  legacy,  shows,  that  courts  will  adopt  some  such  rule  as 
will  prevent  the  laches,  lapse  of  time,  &c.,  as  may  require  the 
proper  prosecution  of  suits  to  recover  legacies.  This  is  the 
general  policy  of  the  law.  The  testamentary  system,  in  all  its 
provisions,  looks  to  a  speedy  and  certain  settlement  up  of  es- 
tates. Here,  from  1819,  to  1837,  the  right  to  recover,  existed 
in  persons  capable  of  suing  and  requiring  payment.  Now^ 
although  there  is  no  special  limitation  of  time,  within  which  a 
legacy  must  be  sued  for,  yet,  in  Angel  on  LdmitatumSy  page 
169,  we  read:  ^'  Long  forbearance  to  make  demand  for  unpaid 
legacies,  affords  the  presumption,  either  that  the  claimant  was 
conscious  the  legacy  has  been  satisfied^  or  that  he  intended  to 
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relinquish  it;"  and  he  cites^  among  the  authorities,  English 
and  American  works.  See  also  Jones  vs.  TurburviUe,  2  Fescy, 
Jr.,  11.  2  Siory  Eq.  Com.,  sec.  1520.  1  Minor,  256, 362, 
Huckstep  vs.  Matthetos  and  Court.    2  Waiis^  Rep.,  161. 

That  courts  of  equity  will  always  presume  against  these  stale 
demands,  under  all  circumstances.  10  Wheat.  Rep.,  162, 
Elmundorffvs.  Taylor.  1  Howard,\&\, McNightvs.  Taylor. 
QG.Sf  J.,  121,  Steiger^s  Adm^r,  vs.  Hillen,  (this  is  a  case  of 
a  widow,  always  the  most  favored  of  claimants.)  3  Bland, 
110,  Hepburn^s  case. 

There  needs  be  no  such  defence  as  laches,  lapse  of  lime, 
&c.,  specially  set  up  in  the  answer,  the  plea  or  defence  of  pay- 
ment is  supported  by  these  facts,  showing  the  legal  and  equitable 
presumption  of  payment.  Higgins  vs.  Crawford,  2  Vesey, 
Jr.,  11 ,  and  the  above  authorities. 

The  argument  on  the  facts  of  the  case  is  omitted. 

Alexander  and  Pratt,  for  the  appellees,  insisted : 

Ist.  That  the  record  does  not  show  the  payment  of  the  whole , 
or  any  part  of  the  legacy  claimed  in  the  bill. 

2nd.  That  the  prayer  for  relief,  contained  in  the  bill,  was 
sufficient  to  warrant  the  decree  which  has  been  passed  in  the 
case. 

3rd.  That  the  case  presented  by  the  bill,  if  sustained  by  the 
proof,  would  clearly  entitle  the  complainant  to  relief  in  equity. 

Frick,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

Samuel  Bond,  by  his  last  will  and  testament,  bequeathed  to 
his  grandniece,  Mary  C.  B.  Barnes,  a  pecuniary  legacy  of 
$3,000,  and  also  one-fourth  of  his  slaves.  Two  of  the  co- 
executors  of  the  will  having  died,  John  Barnes,  the  surviving 
executor,  (and  the  father  and  guardian  of  the  legatee,)  passed 
his  first  and  final  administration  account  with  the  orphans  court, 
by  which,  as  guardian,  he  came  to  the  possession  of  the  said 
$3,000,  and  the  further  sum  of  $2,337.50,  the  estimated  value 
of  the  slaves  so  bequeathed  to  his  daughter. 
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Maty  C.  -B.  Barnes  intermarried  with  William  P.  Camp- 
tofiy  and  both  Oompton  and  wife  afterwards  died^  leaving 
Barnes  Campton  (one  of  the  complainants^)  their  only  child 
and  heir  at  law,  and  Jahn  BameSy  the  grandfather.  Was  duljr 
appointed  his  guardian. 

The  said  John  Barnes y  the  guardian,  some  few  ^eafs  after, 
also  died,  leaving  the  defendants,  Richard  Barnes  and  Bobert 
FWgussony  his  executors^  who,  in  that  character^  came  to  the 
possession  of  his  estate. 

Peter  W,  Crain  and  Henry  G.  S.  Key^  the  complainants^ 
then  sued  out  letters  of  administration  upon  the  estate  of  Mary 
C.  B.  Compiony  and,  in  that  right,  uniting  with  them  Barries 
Comptony  (for  whom  they  sue  as  his  next  fiiends,)  they  file  the 
present  bill  of  complaint. 

The  bill  admits,  that  Barnes,  the  guardian,  accounted  to 
Cempton  and  wife  for  her  proportion  of  the  estimated  value  of 
the  slaves,  but  charges  that  he  never  paid  to  them,  in  whole  or 
in  part,  the  legacy  of  $3,000,  which  is  now  sought  to  be  re- 
covered by  these  complainants. 

The  bill  further  charges^  that  as  the  next  friends  of  Barnes 
Comptony  the  complainants,  Crain  and  Key,  applied  to  the 
defendants  to  pay  the  aforesaid  legacy^  but  that  they  refused  to 
do  so,  because  of  their  doubt  whether  the  same  could  be  ac- 
counted for  and  paid  over  to  any  other  than  an  administrator  of 
the  said  Mary  C  B.  Compion;  and  that  they,  thereupon,  sued 
out  letters  of  administration  on  her  estate,  to  secure  the  defen- 
dants, and  afford  them  the  necessary  indemnity  against  future 
responsibility  for  any  sum  which  they  may  be  decreed  to  pay, 
either  to  Barnes  Comptouy  the  minor,  or  to  them,  as  adminid- 
trators  of  the  mother,  Mary  C,  B.  CompUm, 

The  bill  charges,  also,  that  in  a  certain  book  of  account,  or 
memorandum,  in  the  possession  of  said  executors  of  Barnes j 
the  entries  importing  the  indebtedness  of  their  testator,  will  be 
found,  intended  by  him  as  the  evidence  and  acknowledgment 
of  his  continued  liability  for  said  legacy,  in  the  event  of  his 
death,  and  concludes  with  a  prayer  for  such  relief  as  equity 
may  require. 
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The  answer  admitting  ibe  bequest  by  Samuel  Bondy  the 
grondfather^  the  marriage  and  successive  deaths  stated  in  the 
bill^  the  birth  and  minority  of  Barnes  Comptony  and  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  estate  of  the  testator^  referring  to  the  book  of  ac- 
counts invoked  in  the  bill^  (which  is  produced  as  a  part  of  the 
evidence,)  and  to  other  testimony  to  be  produced  by  them, 
avers  that  the  legacy  has  been  paid,  if  not  the  whole,  at  least 
in  part,  to  Compian,  the  husband  of  the  legatee,  in  his  lifetime, 
and  insists,  that  no  such  relief  ought  to  be  granted,  as  is  prayed 
by  the  bill. 

Before  we  enquire  whether  this  defence  is  sustained  by  the 
testimony  submitted,  we  proceed  first  to  dispose  of  the  objec- 
tions which  have  been  taken  to  the  form  and  character  of  the 
proceeding. 

It  has  been  contended,  that  there  is  no  jurisdiction  in  this  case 
in  a  court  of  equity,  and  that  full  relief  might  be  administered 
at  law. 

It  is  ordinarily  true,  as  a  general  proposition,  that  where  there 
is  effectual  and  complete  remedy  at  law,  and  no  ground  is 
shown  for  going  into  equity,  a  court  of  chancery  will  not  en- 
tertain a  bill.  1  jBT.  4*  &.,  221,  Drury  vs.  Conner,  But  one 
of  the  most  important  functions  of  a  court  of  chancery,  is  the 
care  of  the  rights  and  the  property  of  infants,  and  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  these  courts  to  superintend  the  administration  of  assets, 
and  decree  distribution  among  legatees  and  distributees,  is  now 
fully  established.  1  Story^s  Eq.y  sec.  602.  Every  guardian, 
however  appointed,  is  under  the  superintendance  and  control 
of  tlie  court  of  chancery,  and  may  be  there  held  responsible  for 
his  conduct,  upon  application  of  the  infant  by  prochein  ami. 
1  John.  CA.  Cas.y  99,  and  2  P.  Vl'ms.y  107,  Eyre  vs.  The 
Countess  of  Shaftsbury.  And  a  bill  in  equity  may  be  filed 
during  the  infancy,  and  the  court  will  hear  any  one  on  behalf 
of  the  infant.     Macpherson  on  Infants y  115,  348. 

In  this  character,  these  parlies,  Crain  and  Key,  as  the  next 
friends  of  the  ward,  first  applied  to  the  appellants  to  account 
for  said  legacy;  and  the  payment  being  declined,  on  the  ground 
that,  in  that  character,  they  could  not  indemnify  the  executoi-s 
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of  Barnes  J  (bey  sued  out  these  lelters  of  admioistration,  as  a 
sufficient  security  to  the  appellants,  in  accounting  for  and  pay^ 
ing  to  them,  in  that  character,  the  legacy  due  by  their  testator^ 
and  which,  when  recovered,  Barnes  Cotnptony  the  ward,  will 
be  entitled  to  receive  from  their  bands. 

It  is  thus  a  bill  filed  by  the  representatives  of  the  ward,  against 
the  executors  of  a  guardian,  in  whose  hands  the  estate  of  the 
infant  remained  unaccounted  for  at  his  death.  It  claims  the 
liquidation  of  an  account  over  which  the  court  of  chancery,  in 
the  lifetime  of  Barnes ^  had  original  jurisdiction,  and  full  power 
to  afford  redress.  The  intervention  of  a  remedy  at  common 
law^  against  the  representatives  of  Barnes j  since  his  decease^ 
cannot  be  made  to  control  the  original  relief  which  chancery 
had  the  power  to  afford;  and  the  case  is  still  essentially  that  of 
a  ward  seeking  relief  in  chancery,  against  the  perversion  of  a 
trust  in  the  hands  of  the  guardian,  for  which  his  estate  is  re- 
sponsible. 

The  argument  of  the  appellants'  counsel  is,  that  as  the  right 
of  action  at  law,  for  the  recovery  of  this  legacy  on  the  execu- 
tor's bond,  is  complete  and  undoubted,  and  as  our  acts  of  As- 
sembly give  this  right  to  sue  and  recover  legacies  at  law,  the 
resort  to  chancery  is  excluded.  But  where  the  authority  and 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  chancery  is  original  and  established, 
it  does  not  result  that  such  jurisdiction  is  ousted  by  a  statutory 
provision  that  gives  to  courts  of  law  power  over  the  same  sub- 
ject. And  the  case  of  Drury  vs.  Conner y  I  H,  ^  G.y  220, 
before  referred  to,  shows  distinctly,  that  chancery  will  entertain 
a  bill  which,  on  its  face,  discloses  a  complete  remedy  at  law, 
where  sufficient  ground  is  shown  for  going  into  equity.  And 
such  grounds,  we  apprehend,  are  sufficiently  shown  by  the  facts 
in  the  case,  which  we  propose  to  examine. 

The  material  fact,  that  the  legacy  was  bequeathed  by  Samuel 
Band  to  bis  grandniece,  the  mother  of  Barnes  CompCon^  is 
admitted  by  the  answer,  which  further  avers,  that  it  was  paid, 
if  not  in  whole, at  least  in  part,  to  Wm.  P.  ComptonyXhe  hus- 
band of  the  legatee,  in  his  lifetime. 
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To  sustain  the  defence  thus  se<  up,  the  appellants  file  the 
hook  of  occouDls  invoked  by  the  complainants,  which  is  en- 
dorsed, ^^  Book  of  accounts  of  Jo/m  Barnes,  surviving  executor 
of  Samuel  Bondy  It  must  be  premised,  here,  that  in  the 
administration  account  of  Barnes^  as  surviving  executor,  in 
the  distribution  of  the  estate  accounted  for,  he  chaiges  himself 
with  $3,000,  the  amount  of  specific  legacy  in  his  hands,  as 
guardian  of  Mary  C  B,  Barnes^  as  also  to  oae-fourth  of  the 
negroes  of  the  deceased,  bequeathed  to  lier,  in  value  $2,337.50. 

That  account,  without  date,  is  then  transferred  to  this  book, 
which  purports  to  show  the  setdement  of  the  estate^  witli  the 
legatees  and  others,  as  follows : 

Dr.    John  Barnes,  to  Mary  C  B.  Barnes. 
To  one-fourth  of  negroes,  as  per  in- 
ventory,        -        -        .        .    ,$2,337  50 
Specific  legacy,   -        -        -        -      3,000  00 


$5,337  50 

And  on  the  other  side,  credited  thus: 
Cr.     By  your  receipt,  in  full,    -        -    $5,337  50 

This  charge  is  here  made  against  himself,  and  in  his  char- 
acter as  guardian  to  the  ward,  before  her  marriage.  Whose 
receipt  in  full  is  here  meant  and  intended?  Not  Compton^sj 
for  Mary  C.  B.  Barnes  was  not  then  married  to  him.  But 
the  answer  avers,  that  the  payment  was  made  to  Compton  in 
his  lifetime.  This  entry,  therefore,  can  certainly  not  be  used 
to  support  that  allegation.  To  whom,  then,  was  it  paid?  It 
is  a  forced  construction,  and  also  against  the  defence  set  up,  to 
say  it  was  paid  to  the  ward.  Besides,  being  an  infant  ward, 
she  could  give  no  discharge.  But  it  is  eaiirely  consistent  with 
the  statement  of  the  account,  and  the  design  of  the  book,  to 
say  it  was  paid  to  himself;  that  is,  intended  as  a  transfer,  as  ad- 
ministrator, to  himself,  to  operate  as  a  charge  against  himself, 
as  guardian  of  bis  daughter.  All  the  other  entries  in  the  book 
confirm  this  view.     The  entry  preceding  is: 
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Dr.    Henry  Gardiner^s  guardian^  to  Sanvael  B.  Gardiner. 
To  specific  legacy  to  Samuel  B,  Oardiner,       $3,000 

Cr.     (On  the  other  side,  as  above.)    By  your  receipt, 

in  full,      .  .  .  .  ^    $3,000.'* 

Thus  shewing,  that  the  account  was  liquidated  by  the  receipt 
of  the  party  against  whom  the  entry  and  the  charge  is  made, 
and  corresponding  with  the  credit  which  he  claims  in  the  dis- 
tribution account  of  the  estate  in  the  orphans  court,  where  this 
same  amount  is  claimed  and  credited  to  the  estate,  as  paid  in 
distribution  to  ^^  Henry  Gardiner^  guardian  of  Samuel  Bond 
Gardiner^  for  a  specific  legacy  of  $3,000;"  this  book  of 
accounts  being  a  recapitulation,  seriatim,  of  the  distribution, 
and  a  reiteration  only  of  the  payment  of  this  amount  from  him, 
as  executor  to  himself  n^  guardian,  particularly  as  it  is  nowhere 
averred  or  claimed,  that  he  paid  the  amount  to  bis  daughter, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  that  he  paid  it  to  her  husband,  William 
Compton,  And  it  will  be  observed,  that  the  account  does  not 
purport  to  be  any  other  than  an  account  with  himself,  in  which 
John  BarneSy  as  guardian  of  his  daughter,  gives  to  Jo/tn 
BameSy  the  executor  of  Samuel  Bond,  a  discharge,  and  takes 
to  himself,  as  such,  a  receipt  in  full,  or,  in  other  words,  a 
credit  for  the  amount.  This  is  the  only  interpretation  to  be 
given  to  the  entry  as  it  stands,  and  corroborates  the  charge  of 
the  appellees,  that  the  proof  of  their  claim  would  be  sustained 
by  the  entries  in  this  book,  when  produced.  It  does  not  satisfy 
us  of  the  defence  for  which  it  is  used.  The  law  has  defined, 
with  peculiar  strictness,  the  mode  of  discharging  a  guardian's 
account.  We  do  not  say  it  precludes  the  proof  of  a  settlement 
aliunde,  but  it  must  be  on  clearer  evidence  than  we  think  this 
account  of  the  party  himself  furnishes,  and  we,  of  course, 
reject  it. 

The  next  evidence  produced  is  a  separate  paper,  no  part  of 
the  account  book,  which  purports  to  be  the  chaises  of  the  com- 
missioner and  clerk,  for  executing  the  commission  in  the  cause, 
and  upon  the  same  paper,  immediately  following,  is  an  account, 
thus  stated:  "  Wm.P.  Compton,  cx6*Xyit.^^  *^ To  one  negro 
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man  John,  $362,50."  And  then  follow  some  other  small 
items,  and  it  closes  thus:  <<  1829,  by  amount  of  John  Barnes^ 
draft,  $600."  This  latter  account  is  proved  to  bo  in  the  hand^ 
writing  of  Compton,  and,  by  the  testimony  of  Cox,  must  hay6 
relation  to  this  sale  of  a  negro.  All  that  he  says  is,  that ''  the 
exhibit  is  in  his  handwriting,  as  far  as  the  entry  of  the  charge 
in  said  account  of  negro  man  John,  and  that  he  has  no  distinct 
recollection  about  the  balance  of  said  account."  And  on  look- 
ing at  the  account  again,  says,  ^<he  had  negroes  of  H.  HaUh 
kins  for  sale,  and,  among  them>  one  called  John,  and  thinks 
the  transaction  must  have  taken  place  as  there  stated." 
Whether  the  draft  was  drawn  In/  John  or  on  John  BameSj 
does  not  appear.  Whether  on  account  of  the  legacy  or  not,  is 
equally  uncertain,  as  also  the  particular  date  of  the  transaction) 
which  is  covered  by  the  whole  year  of  1829.  Barnes,  as  we 
have  seen,  kept  a  book  of  account  of  his  administration  of  th6 
estate,  and  there  is  no  entry  there  of  this  transaction.  The 
record  shows,  that  there  were  other  claims  of  Mrs,  Oompton 
against  the  estate,  and,  even  if  it  were  shown  that  the  draft  was 
upon  Barnes,  and  that  he  accepted  it,  it  cannot  still  be  as- 
sumed, that  it  was  specifically  on  account  of  this  legacy.  The 
draft  is  not  produced,  nor  is  there  any  evidenee  that  it  was  evct 
paid;  and  the  transaction  to  which  the  account  refers,  seems 
to  have  been  exclusively  between  Compton  and  Cox,  and  not 
Compton  and  Barnes.  In  any  view  we  can  take  of  it,  with 
the  aid  of  the  oral  testimony,  it  is  altc^ether  too  uncertain  to 
make  it  the  basis  here  of  a  credit  upon  a  guardian's  account. 
Transactions  between  guardian  and  ward,  should  be  made 
more  lucid  than  this,  to  entitle  the  guardian  to  a  discharge  in 
equity.  It  may  have  been  a  payment,  as  contended  for  by 
the  respondents,  but  when  the  evidence  is  committed  to  a  loose 
piece  of  paper,  it  should,  at  least)  appear  in  a  more  intelligible 
form,  and  susceptible  of  a  clear  interpretation.  It  would  be  to 
relax  the  rules  of  evidence  too  far)  to  alk)w  evidence  of  this 
character  to  avail  the  party  setting  it  up,  and  it  is^  of  course, 
rejected  here. 
Of  the  same  character  is  the  other  credit  claiiq^d,  upon  tha 
51        V.8 
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check  of  $1 ,500,  in  favor  of  Wm.  B,  Onnptoriy  or  bearer,  on 
the  Bank  of  Baltimore.  It  is  true,  that  the  payment  of  it  is 
proved  at  the  bank  out  of  the  funds  of  Barnes.  But  Oompion 
is  no  further  identified  with  the  transaction,  than  by  the  direc- 
tion in  the  check  to  pay  it  to  him  or  to  bearer.  Not  the  slight- 
est intimation  that  Oompton  ever  received  the  money,  but 
what  we  are  led  to  infer  from  the  terms  of  the  check.  It  is 
not  even  proved  that  the  check  ever  came  to  the  hands  of 
Compton.  Evidence  of  this  character,  so  indefinite  and  vague, 
the  courts  of  this  State  have  so  uniformly  denounced,  that  we 
cannot  for  a  moment  hesitate  to  reject  it.  We  can  only  pursue 
Che  principles  long  established  in  courts  of  justice  in  the  appli- 
cation of  this  sort  i3(  evidence.  It  may  be  probable  that  this 
check  was  paid  according  to  its  tenor,  but  we  are  not  at  liberty 
to  infer  it.  And  if  paid  to  Compton^  whatever  evil  it  works, 
is  solely  imputable  to  the  party  who  is  injured  by  bis  own 
laches. 

The  remaining  evidence  relied  on ,  is  still  more  exceptiona- 
ble. OompioHy  it  is  said,  at  one  time  expressed  to  the  witness 
a  desire  to  buy  lands,  if  Barnes  wotdd  settle  with  him.  He 
did  purchase,  about  that  time,  land  to  the  amount  of  $780. 
Without  the  slightest  proof  of  his  inability  to  purchase,  inde- 
pendent of  this  supply  from  Barnes,  we  are  asked,  in  effect, 
to  credit  this  amount  as  money  received  from  Barnes,  and  to 
apply  it  in  payment, /?r0  /an/o,  of  the  legacy.  Such  a  con- 
clusion from  this  vague  declaration  of  a  party,  would  do  vio- 
lence to  the  wildest  possible  presumption^  and  cannot  for  a 
moment  be  entertained  by  the  court. 

Upon  a  fair  and  liberal  interpretation  of  this  testimony,  we 
can  find  no  satisfactory  proof  of  the  payment  alleged,  eidier  in 
whole  or  in  part,  of  this  legacy,  from  Bond  to  Mrs.  Chmpion, 
or  to  her  husband.  It  is  not  so  reliable  in  any  particular,  as 
to  justify  the  court  in  attaching  to  it  the  slightest  attribute  of 
certainty  in  its  application  to  the  case  before  us.  There  is 
evidence  of  transactions  between  Barnes  and  Chmpiim  in  rela- 
tion to  moneys.  But  that  they  relate  to  this  particular  contro- 
versy, or  sustain  the  construction  claimed  for  them,  is  fiir  from 
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being  conclusive.  When  payments  of  this  character,  looking 
to  the  discharge  of  a  guardian's  account,  are  made,  it  is  essen- 
tial that  the  party,  at  his  peril,  should  obtain  and  preserve  the 
necessary  and  legal  evidence  to  that  effect,  and  however  plausi- 
ble the  inferences  may  be  from  the  transactions  here  set  up 
between  the  parlies,  to  allow  them  to  prevail  as  conclusive 
against  the  complainant,  would  fix  upon  the  administration  of 
justice  a  character  of  instability  and  uncertainty,  which  it  is 
the  great  object  of  the  rules  of  evidence  to  avoid. 

There  is  in  the  whole  case  no  legal  proof  of  any  of  the 
alleged  payments.  They  rest  upon  testimony  too  weak  to 
justify  the  conclusions  claimed  for  it.  And  if  they  do,  in  re- 
ality, belong  to  the  particular  matter  under  inquiry,  the  pay- 
ment of  this  legacy,  it  is  the  fault  or  misfortune  of  Barnes^ 
that  be  has  not  left  the  key  to  their  application.  The  neglect 
IS  his  own,  and  whatever  injury  may  result  to  his  estate,  (upon 
the  hypothesis  that  it  may  have  been  paid,)  b  entirely  to  be 
imputed  to  his  own  want  of  ordinary  prudence  and  caution. 
We  can  have  no  hesitation  in  aflSrming  the  decree  of  the  chan- 
cellor. 

DECREE   AFFIRMED. 


LucT  Gray,  and  others,  vs,  Edmund  Lynch  and  Samuel 
McDonald,  and  others. — December^  1849. 

The  EnglM  chancery  rule,  in  regard  to  the  secnrities  in  which  trait  funds 
mutt  be  invested,  has  ncTer  been  literally  nor  analogically  extended  to 
Mitryland, 

In  this  State  tnxstees,  holding  fands  directed  to  be  inyested  in  stocks,  have 
always  been  in  the  habit  of  making  such  inTestments  in  hemk  Mtock^  and  if 
such  usage  had  never  before  existed,  its  commencement  would  have  been 
analogically  justified  by  the  4th  and  5th  sections  of  the  act  of  1631,  ch. 
315,  empowering  the  orphans  courts,  in  their  discretion,  to  order  executors, 
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tdministratora  and  gaardiana  to  inyeat  tnut  faadsi  in  their  hand*  in  hank 
Hoekn 

A  testator  deviied  to  three  tmsteea,  5y  name,  certain  property  in  tmst,  to  aell 
and  convert  it  into  money,  and  invest  the  proooediT  in  **«ome  safe  and 
profitable  etoek,"  wbiefh  they  were  to  hold  in  trust/ for  the  solo  and  separate 
use  of  the  testator^*  two  daughters.  Hbld  >  that  this  was  a  power  coupled 
with  an  interest  or  trust,  which,  upon  the  death  of  one,  could  be  executed 
by  the  survivin^r  trustees. 

A  mere  naked  power  to  sell,  not  coupled  with  an  interest,  does  not  survive, 
hot  when  the  power  is  coupled  with  an  interest,  it  may  be  executed  by  the 
survivor,  and  it  is  the  possession  of  the  legal  estate,  or  a  right  in  the  sub. 
ject  over  whieh  the  power  is  to  be  exercised,  which  makes  the  interest  in 
question. 

Where  a  power  per  se,  is  merely  naked,  yet  if',  in  other  parts  of  the  will, 
there  are  trusts  and  dutfes  imposed,  which  require  a  sale  to  effectuate  the 
intent  of  the  testittor,  the  power  survives. 

As  co-lmstees  have  an  authority  oouplod  with  an  interest,  their  ofi&oe  sur- 
vives. 

The  aet  6f  1823,  ch.  163,  abolishing  estates  in  joint  tenancy,  does  not  apply, 
and  was  never  intended  to  apply  to  devives  or  grants  made  to  trustees,  for 
the  benefit  of  third  penons. 

Where  trustees  were  directed,  by  the  will,  to  invest  money  in  stock,  and  hold 
the  same  in  trust  for  certain  purposes^  after  an  investment  was  onoe  made^ 
if  the  money  should  be  returned  to  them  without  default  on  their  part, 
they  would  have  the  power,  and  would  be  bound  to  provide  for  its  re-invest. 
moot. 

Whore  the  trustee,  lAhont  application  to  the  eonrt,  does  an  act  which,  upon 
application,  would  have  been  ordered,  and  was,  at  the  time  it  was  done,  ob- 
viously for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned,  his  act  will  be  ratified  and  affirmed, 
and  held  of  the  same  validity  as  if  previously  ordered  by  the  chancellor. 

The  direction,  to  invest  in  **  some  safe  and  profitable  stock,**  does  not  restrict 
the  discretion  of  the  trustees,  and  limit  them  in  their  selection  to  stocks 
already  existing ;  they  could  subscribe  for  stocks  about  to  be  created* 

The  trustees  had  invested  a  portion  of  the  trust  fond  in  the  stock  of  the  old 
Bank  of  the  United  Siate^r,  and  when  its  charter  wits  abCut  to  expire,  they, 
with  all  the  other  non-resident  stock holdera,  executed  a  power  of  attorney, 
authorising  iV  B  to  act  for  them,  in  relation  to  an  application  for  a  charter 
to  any  State  legislature,  aa^  the  acceptance  thereof.  Application  was  ac- 
cordingly made,  and  the  charter  granted  by  Pennyelvania  was  accepted  by 
all  the  stockholdera  of  the  old  bank,  except  the  United  States,  and  the  shares 
of  all  the  stockholden  so  applying,  were  afterwards  changed  to  an  equal 
nmnber  in  the  new  bank,  by  N  B,  all  whose  acts,  so  far  as  they  wore  con- 
eemed,  the  trustees  ratified  and  confirmed.  Hku>  : 
That  these  proceedings  did  not  constitote  a  hreAoh  of  tnist  on  the  part  of 
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tbeao  trutteei,  and  they  were  not  respontible  for  the  Ion  sobeeqoently  aris- 
ing; to  the  trast  fund,  from  the  failure  of  the  new  bank. 

A  trustee  is  not  chargeable  with  more  than  he  lias  received,  unless  there  is 
evidence  of  very  gross  negligence,  amounting  to  wilful  default. 

Where  trust  moneys  are  once  properly  invested  in  stock,  the  trustees  cannot, 
without  express  authority,  dispose  of  the  stock,  and  invest  it  in  other  se- 
cnrities. 

Where  a  trustee  has  acted  with  good  faith  in  the  exercise  of  a  fair  discretion, 
and  in  the  same  manner  as  he  would  ordinarily  do  in  regard  to  his  own  pro. 
perty,  he  ought  not  to  be  held  responsible  for  losses  accruiDg  in  tho  man- 
agement of  the  trust  property. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Chancery. 

Benjamin  Firgusson  died  in  1828,  leaving  a  last  will  and 
testament^  by  which  he  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  property 
to  James  Campbell,  Edmund  Lynch,  and  Samuel  McDonald, 
whom  he  appointed  his  executors^  in  trust,  to  sell  and  convert 
it  into  money,  eiccept  certain  specified  portions,  and  then  pro- 
vided as  follows: 

*'  And  it  is  my  will  and  desire,  that  when  all  my  property, 
not  heretofore  otherwise  disposed  of,  is  sold,  and  the  proceeds  re- 
ceived by  ray  said  trustees,  that  tliey  shall  invest  the  same  in  some 
safe  and  profitable  stock,  and  shall  also  invest  all  money  which 
I  may  have  on  hand,  and  all  that  may  become  due  to  me  or 
my  estate^  from  notes  and  debts,  (first,  however,  paying  all  just 
debts,  &c.,)  in  the  same  manner.  And  it  is  my  will  and  de- 
sire, that  the  said  stock  shall  be  held,  in  trust,  by  the  said  James 
Campbell,  and  Edmund  Lynch,  and  Samuel  McDonald,  for 
the  sole  and  separate  use  of  my  two  daughters,  Mary  Owen, 
and  Ann  Gray,  during  their  natural  lives,  free  from  all  control 
of  their  husbands,  and,  at  the  death  of  either  of  them,  her 
moiety  for  the  use  of  her  children,  equally,  and  their  heirs, 
forever.'* 

The  three  trustees  and  executors  qualified  and  acted  together 
in  the  discharge  of  the  trusts  and  duties  imposed  upon  them  by 
the  will,  until  April,  1832,  when  Campbell  died.  The  two 
surviving  trustees,  from  that  time,  continued  to  discharge  the 
trusts  of  their  office. 
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On  the  2nd  of  June^  1845,  the  appellants,  Mary  OwfiJi  and 
her  children,  and  the  children  of  Ann  Gray^  (who  died  in 
June,  1S44,)  filed  iheir  bill  against  Lynch  and  Mc Donald y\\\t 
surviving  trustees,  for  an  account  of  the  trust.  It  charges  an 
illegal  conversion  and  misapplication  of  testator's  interest  m  (he 
Union  Line  of  Steamboats^  but  as  this  part  of  the  case  was 
fully  settled  and  arranged,  j9e/z(fen/e  liie^  no  questions  arise  in 
reference  to  it.  It  then  charges,  that  after  all  debts,  &c.,  had 
been  paid,  there  remained,  in  the  hands  of  the  three  trustees 
named  in  the  will,  the  sum  of  $104,000,  exclusive  of  the  in- 
terest in  said  line  of  steamboats,  and  that  complainants  are  en- 
titled to  have  a  full  and  strict  account  of  the  same,  and  all  in- 
terest and  dividends  thereon,  or  which  ought  to  have  accrued 
therefrom.  It  then  charges,  that  the  children  of  Ann  Grayy 
deceased,  are  entitled  to  have  one  moiety  of  all  said  trust, 
moneys,  &c.,  to  their  own  use,  discharged  of  the  trust.  It  then 
sets  forth  the  death  of  Campbell,  and  prays  that  the  surviving 
trustees  may  render  a  full  account  of  their  trusts,  and  particu- 
larly in  what  stocks  they  invested  said  moneys,  the  date,  amount, 
and  value  of  such  investments,  and  the  dividends  arising  there- 
on, &c.y  that  an  account  may  be  taken^and  the  will  executed^ 
and  the  balance  that  may  be  found  due  complainants^  may  be 
paid  to  them  by  said  surviving  trustees^aud  by  Robert  TAomp- 
son  J  the  administrator  of  Campbell^  who  is  made  a  defendant. 
The  bill  also  makes  William  Owen,  the  husband  of  Mary 
Otcen,  a  defendant,  and  prays  general  relief. 

The  answer  of  Lynch  and  McDonald,  gives  a  full  expla- 
nation of  all  their  transactions  relating  to  their  trust,  but  only 
that  part  of  it  is  material  to  this  case^  which  relates  to  certain 
investments  in  stocks  of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States,  and 
the  statements  in  relation  to  which;  are  admitted  to  be  true. 
This  part  of  the  answer  admits  the  investment  by  the  three 
trustees  in  July,  August,  and  October,  1829,  of  $28,088.25, 
of  the  trust  estate  in  stock  of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States, 
and  avers,  that  they  paid  over  the  dividends  to  M^s.  Owen  and 
Mrs.  Gray,  the  cestuis  que  trusts  for  Ufe,  and  that  said  invest- 
ment continued  unaltered  until  the  charter  of  said  bank  expired. 
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and  was  always  deemed,  by  th«8e  defendants,  aad  othera  in- 
terested, as  a  safe  and  profitable  investment. 

^^  That  when  the  charter  of  said  bank  was  about  to  expire, 
the  stockholders  therein  being  unable  to  obtain  a  renewal  of 
(heir  chatter  from  the  Congress  of  the  Unktd  SleUes,  applied 
(o  the  legislature  of  Pennsylvania  (ov  a  charter  to  enable  them 
to  continue  the  business,  which  charter  was  granted,  and  in  the 
winding  up  of  the  business  of  the  old  bank,  most,  if  not  all  of 
the  stockholders  of  the  said  Bank  efthe  United  States j  agreed 
to  take  stock  in  the  new  incorporation  thus  chartered,  by  the 
name  of  The  President,  Directors  and  Company  of  the  Bank 
of  the  United  States,  it  being  the  general  opinion  of  the  com- 
mercial community,  as  well  as  of  others,  that  said  new  bank 
would  be  equally  safe  and  productive  as  the  pi^eceding  one, 
whose  charter  was  just  expiring.  And  these  defendants  being 
desirous  to  discharge  their  duty  in  said  trust,  and  believing 
firmly  that  it  would  be  for  the  interest  of  said  trust  estate,  to 
invest  in  the  said  new  bank  the  amount  which  had  previously 
been  invested  in  the  Bank  of  the  United  StateSy  chartered  by 
Congress,  consulted  with  various  persons,  in  whose  judgment 
they  had  confidence,  as  to  the  propriety  of  so  doing,  and  found 
that  every  one  with  whom  they  or  either  of  them  constilted, 
thought  the  investment  would  be  safe  and  profitable.  That 
after  making  these  inquiries,  these  defendantfl  being  satisfied 
that  such  investment  in  the  new  bank,  chartered  as  aforesaid, 
would  be  both  safe  and  profitable,  did  make  said  investment 
by  exchanging,  in  the  early  part  of  1836,  the  two  hundied  and 
twenty-one  shares  of  the  stock  of  the  Bank  of  the  United 
States,  so  as  aforesaid  before  that  time  held  by  them,  for  other 
two  hundred  and  twenty-one  shares  of  the  new  Bank  of  the 
United  States,  chartered  as  aforesaid,  as  was  done  by  most,  if 
not  all  of  the  other  stockholders  of  said  old  Bank  of  the  United 
States.  And  these  defendants  aver,  that  said  WiUiam  Owen, 
and  Mcu^j/  Owen,  his  wife,  and  Ann  Gray,  were  fully  aware 
of  said  change  and  investment  having  been  made,  and  never 
at  any  time  (until  after  the  failure  of  said  new  bank,)  in  any 
way  objected  thereto;  but,  on  the  contrary,  as  these  defendants 
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have  reason  to  believe,  and  always  did  believe^  ^hey,  and  all 
others  interested  in  said  trust  estate,  fully  approved  thereof. 
And  these  defendants  state,  that  after  said  exchange  or  invest- 
ment, the  said  new  Bank  of  the  United  States  went  on  regu- 
larly, making  dividends  semi-annually,  at  the  rate  of  eight  per 
cent,  per  annum,  (being  one  per  cent.,  per  annum,  more  than 
the  old  Bank  of  the  United  States  paid,)  and  having  fully  the 
public  confidence,  so  much  so  that  the  stock  of  said  new  bank 
was  and  continued  considerably  above  par.  And  these  defen- 
dants went  on  regularly  receiving  said  semi-annual  dividends 
up  to  and  inclusive  of  the  dividend  in  July,  1839,  which  was 
still  at  (he  rate  of  eight  per  cent,  per  annum,  which  dividends 
from  said  new  bank  so  received,  amounted,  in  the  whole,  to 
$6,188;  and,  as  they  received  the  said  dividends,  these  defen- 
dants paid  the  same  over  to  said  Mi's.  Mary  Owen  and  Mrs, 
Ann  Gray  J  who  were  entitled  thereto,  under  the  said  will,  and 
who  never  did,  nor  did  any  other  person  interested  in  said  trust 
estate,  at  any  time  up  to  said  July,  1839,  make  any  objectioa 
to  said  investment,  but,  so  far  as  these  defendants  knew,  or  had 
reason  to  believe,  and  did  believe,  entirely  approved  thereof. 
And  these  defendants  say,  that  after  said  dividend  of  July,  1S39, 
the  said  bank  made  no  further  dividend,  but,  for  a  long  tune, 
it  was  the  general  opinion,  and  the  opinion  of  these  defendants, 
that  said  bank  was  perfectly  solvent,  and  would  again  go  on  ta 
make  dividends,  as  before,  and,  therefore,  these  defendants  did 
not  sell  or  dispose  of  said  stock,  which  could  only  have  been 
done  at  a  great  loss,  and  these  defendants,  as  trustees  as  afore- 
said, still  hold  the  said  stock  as  part  of  said  trust  estate.  And 
this  defendant,  Samuel  McDonald^  answering  for  himself, 
states,  that  he  and  his  father,  the  late  William  McDonaldy 
were  the  ownera  of  four  hundred  and  ten  shares  of  the  Bank 
of  the  United  States j  aforesaid,  chartered  by  Congress,  for 
some  time  before  the  expiration  of  its  chaiier  and  at  that  time, 
and  that  they  exchanged  their  said  four  hundred  and  ten  shares 
for  four  hundred  and  ten  shares  of  the  said  new  Bank  of  the 
United  States,  in  the  same  manner  and  on  the  same  terms  as 
these  defendants  exchanged  the  aforesaid  two  hundred  and 
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twenty-onfe  shares  so  held  by  them,  in  trust;  and  that  he^  the 
said  Samuel  McDonald^  and  his  father  contidued  to  hold  the 
same,  and  have  never  disposed  of  any  part  thereof^  always  b^- 
lievingy  until  it  was  too  late,  that  the  said  investment  of  their 
own  means  (amounUng  to  about  $47,150,  at  the  estimated  value 
of  the  stock  at  tlie  time  of  the  transfer/)  was  both  safe  and  pro- 
fitable. And  these  defendants  aver,  solemnly,  that  they,  at  the 
time  of  making  the  said  original  investments  in  the  Bank  of 
the  United  States,  chartered  by  Congress,  and  at  the  time  of 
exchanging  the  same  for  the  said  shares  of  stock  of  the  said! 
Bank  of  the  United  States,  chartered  by  the  State  of  Penn- 
syhania,  believed  the  said  investments,  and  each  of  them,  to 
be  safe  and  profitable  investments,  and  as  safe  and  profitable  as 
any  other  that  tliey  could  have  invested  in,  and  that  they  acted, 
in  so  doing,  with  entire  good  faith,  and  to  the  best  of  their  re- 
spective and  united  skill  and  judgment,  and  as  they  would  have 
done  if  the  said  stock,  or  the  money  invested  therein,  had  be- 
longed to  themselves,  and  as,  in  fact,  this  defendant,  Samuel 
McDonaUy  did  act  with  his  own  stock,  as  above  stated,  to  a 
much  larger  amount." 

It  was  admitted  and  agreed,  by  an  agreement  filed  in  Octo- 
ber, 1846,  that  the  facts  stated  in  the  above  portion  of  the  an- 
swer are  true,  save,  only,  that  the  remainder  men  under  the 
trust,  did  not  expressly  approve  of  said  investment;  some  of 
them  knew  of  it,  and  neither  objected  nor  assented,  while  others 
knew  nothing  of  it.  By  the  same  agreement,  it  was  also  ad- 
mitted, that  the  market  value  of  the  stock  in  said  bank,  as 
chartered  bjr  Congress,  was,  on  the  2nd  of  Pebruaiy,  1836, 
$113.6Q,  and  the  value  of  the  stock  of  said  bank,  as  chartered 
by  Permsylvama,  was,  on  2nd  of  February,  1836,  $125.50; 
March,  $126.76;  April,  $121;  May,  $124;  June,  $125.50; 
July,  $127.50;  August,  $125.62^;  September,  $121.50;  Oc- 
tober, $119.26;  November,  $110;  December,  $115.50;  July 
2od,  1839,  $114. 

At  March  term,  1845,  another  agreement  was  filed,  by  which 
it  was  agreed  and  admitted,  that  in  making  the  original  invest' 
menl  of  $27,088.25,  in  the  stock  of  the  Bank  of  the  United 
52        V.8 
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^cUes,  chartered  by  Congress,  the  trustees  acted  bonajide  and 
judiciously,  the  stock  in  said  corporation  being  in  good  credit. 
Also,  that  some  time  in  February,  1836,  shordy  before  the  ex- 
piration of  the  charter  of  said  bank,  said  Lynch  and  McDonald^ 
as  surviving  executors  and  trustees^  executed  and  delivered  to 
Nicholas  Biddle  the  following  power  of  attorney,  being  similaT 
to  that  executed  by  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  non-resident  stock- 
holders: 

^^  Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  E.  Lynch  and 
iS.  McDonaldy  surviving  devisees,  in  trust,  of  the  estate  of 
Benjamin  Fergusson,  citizen  of  the  United  States y  actually 
resident  therein,  the  owner  of  two  hundred  and  twenty -eae 
shares  in  the  capital  stock  of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States^ 
and  the  owner  of  no  other  shares  in  the  capital  stock  of  said 
bank,  do  hereby  constitute  and  appoint  Nicholas  Biddle,  Esq., 
President,  attorney  and  agent  for  us^  and  in  our  narae^  as  the 
owner  of  said  specified  shares  in  the  capital  stock  of  said  bank, 
to  vote  as  our  proxy  at  any  election  of  directors  of  said  Bank 
of  t/ie  United  States,  and  on  any  question  that  may  arise  or  be 
put  at  a  stated  or  special  meeting  of  the  stockholders  of  said 
bank^  according  to  the  number  of  votes  we  should  be  entitled 
to  vote,  if  then  personally  present^  and  especially  for  us,  and  io 
our  name,  to  vote  and  act  upon  all  and  every  question,  matter 
and  thing  that  may  arise  or  be  put  at  any  stated  or  special  meet- 
ing, touching  or  concerning  the  winding  up  of  the  affairs  of 
the  bank,  the  creation  of  any  trust  or  trusts,  the  appointment 
of  trustees,  and  whatever  else  maybe  needful;  and  also  touch- 
ing and  concerning  any  application  or  applications  for  a  charter 
or  charters  to  any  State  or  States,  or  the  legblatures  thereof,  or 
touching  or  concerning  the  acceptance  of  any  such  charter  or 
charters,  and  for  us  and  in  our  name,  to  vote  as  our  proxy  at 
any  election  of  directors  under  any  such  charter  or  charters  so 
accepted,  and  for  us  to  sign  and  to  seal  any  instruments  that 
may  be  deemed  necessary,  and  generally  to  decide  and  to  act 
for  us  as  fully  as  we  might  or  could  do,  if  personally  present; 
meaning  and  intending  that  this  power  shall  be  most  liberally 
construed,  and  be  as  broad  and  extensive  as  we  can  give  with 
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power  also,  an  attorney  or  attorneys  under  bim,  for  (hat  puc- 
pofie  to  make  and  substitute^  and  do  all  lawful  acts  for  effecting 
ibe  premises,  bereby  ratifying  and  confirming  all  that  our  said 
attorney,  or  his  substitute,  shall  do  therein,  by  virtue  hereof, 
hereby  revoking  all  former  powers. 

*'  In  witness  whereof,  we  have  hereunto  set  our  hands  and 

seals,  this day  of  February,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord, 

1836.  Edmund  Lynch,    (Seal.) 

'^ Sealed  and  delivered  in  Sam'l  McDonald,  (Seal.) 

the  presence  of, 
W.  L.  Gill." 

To  this  power  was  attached  an  affidavit,  by  said  Lynch  and 
MeDonaldy  that  they  were  owners  of  the  shares  referred  to 
therein,  and  that  no  other  power  had  been  given  to  any  person, 
which  is  now  in  force,  to  vote  for  them  at  any  election. 

That  all  the  stockholders  of  the  old  Bank  of  the  United 
Statesy  except  the  United  States^  united  in  the  application  to 
the  legislature  of  Pennsylvania^  for  the  charter  of  the  Bank  of 
the  United  States,  and  that  when  the  charter  had  been  obtained, 
a  general  meeting  of  the  stockholders  of  the  old  Bank  of  the 
United  States  was,  after  due  notice,  convened  at  Philadelphia , 
on  19th  February,  1836,  and  that  said  charter  was  unanimously 
accepted  by  all  said  stockholders  in  said  National  Bank,  except 
the  United  States,  and  the  treasurer  of  the  United  States;  and 
notice  of  said  acceptance  of  the  charter  being  given  to  the 
governor  of  Pennsylvania,  the  said  new  Bafik  of  the  United 
States,  was  immediately  organised,  and  went  into  operation 
under  that  charter. 

That  in  this  application,  and  in  accepting  the  cliarter,  said 
BidcHe  voted  in  the  names  of  defendants,  under  said  power  of 
attorney,  as  he  did  for  all  others,  whose  powers  of  attorney  he 
held,  as  above  stated.  That  on  the  19th  of  February,  1836, 
when  the  market  value  of  the  stock  was  $]  29.25,  said  Biddle, 
acting  under  said  power  of  attorney,  transferred ,  on  the  books 
of  said  bank,  chartered  by  Congress,  said  two  hundred  and 
twenty-one  shares,  and  converted  the  same  into  an  equal  number 
of  shares  in  the  State  bank.     That  no  dividend  was  made  on 
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said  slock  of  the  new  bank,  until  July  Ist^  1836^  and  that  all 
tlie  acts  of  said  Biddle  were  afterwards  ratified  and  adopted  by 
the  stockholders^  who  had  constituted  him  their  attorney,  and 
by  said  Lynch  and  McDonald^  so  far  as  they  affected  said  two 
luindred  and  twenty-one  shares.  This  agreement  also  incor- 
porates the  charter  of  the  new  bank^  and  the  statements  made 
by  said  Biddley  at  the  general  meeting  of  the  stockholdere,  aad 
the  resolutions  voted  for  by  him  thereat^  which  are  not  ia  the 
record.  This  agreement  also  incorporates  a  statement  or  table 
showing  the  market  value  of  th^  stock  of  the  new  bank|  at  cer- 
tain dates  therein  mentioned,  covering  a  period  of  five  years, 
and  showing  a  fluctuating  decline  to  almost  nothing.  The 
prices  in  this  table  are  sufficiently  set  out  in  other  parta  of  this 
statement,  and  in  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  case  w^  then  referred  to  the  auditor,  who  made  a  re- 
port, and  stated  accounts  sustaining  the  answer  of  defendants, 
and  the  complainants  filed  exceptions,  all  of  which  were  with- 
drawn, except  those  lielating  to  the  investments  made  in  the 
stock  of  the  Bank  of  the  Untied  SicUes^  the  substance  of 
which  is,  that  the  defendants  ought  to  have  been  chaiged  with 
the  amount  of  money  invested,  and  interest  on  the  market 
value  of  said  stock,  at  the  time  the  trustees  converted  it  into 
shares  in  the  new  bank. 

One  of  the  complainants  having  become  insolvent,  the  hill 
was  amended  so  as  to  make  his  permanent  trustee  a  defendant, 
and  the  chancellor^  (Johnson,)  on  the  3rd  of  December,  1847, 
passed  a  pro  forma  decree,  confirming  the  report  and  accounts 
of  the  auditor,  and  overruling  the  exceptions  of  the  comptain- 
ants,  who  appealed  therefrom  to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorsey,  C.  J.,  Ohaubvmb, 
Magruder,  Martin,  and  Fiuck,  J. 

May  and  Brent,  for  the  appellants,  contended: 

That  the  several  exceptions  filed  by  them  to  the  auditor's 
report,  touching  the  stocks  taken  in  the  Bank  of  the  linked 
States^  chartered  by  Pennsylvania^  should  have  been  allowed, 
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and  the  said  Lynch  and  McDonald  held  personally  responsible 
for  the  amount  of  money,  or  the  value  of  the  stock  in  the  Na- 
tional  Banky  so  by  them  illegally  converted  by  taking  stock  in* 
the  8iaU  Banky  tc^lher  with  interest  on  said  amount* 

Ist.  Because  the  power  to  invest  is,  by  the  terms  of  the  will, 
**  to  James  Oampbelty  Edmund  Lynch,  and  Samuel  McDon- 
ald,'^ ^  nominalimy  and  they  are  to  hold  the  said  investment  in 
trust,  &c.,  and,  tlierefore,  the  power  did  not  extend  to  Lynch 
and  McDonaldy  the  survivors,  by  whom  the  investment  com- 
plained of,  was  made. 

Under  this  head  it  is  insisted,  that  to  create  a  surviving  power, 
it  must  be  granted  to  the  donees  of  the  power  as  a  class,  and 
not  to  them  by  name,  and  as  individuals^  whose  concurrent 
judgment  and  discretion  are,  as  in  this  case,  required. 

2Dd«  Because, conceding  even  that  the  power  survives, still, 
in  thia  case,  it  was  exhausted  by  the  first  investment,  and  there 
being  no  power  to  re-invest,  it  required  the  sanction  of  chan- 
cery, notwithstanding  the  temporary  and  limited  duration  of 
the  first  investment. 

3rd.  Because,  regarded  as  a  question  of  extent  of  power,  it 
was  a  power  only  to  invest  in  some  already  existing  stock,  and 
not  a  power  to  create  a  new  and  speculative  stock,  as  has  been 
attempted,  in  this  case,  by  taking  stock  in  the  Pennsylvama 
Bank. 

la  sui^rt  of  this  view,  we  refer  to  the  terms  of  the  will, 
limiting  the  power,  and  requiring  it  to  be  exercised  by  investing 
in  ^^sorne  safe  and  profitable  stock."  By  which  we  under- 
stand the  power  to  be  confined  to  some  stock  which,  by  past 
experience,  is  to  be  taken  as  prima  facicy  safe  and  profitable, 
somethiog  which  is  reputed  safe,  and  which,  by  past  operations, 
has  made  profits;  not  the  original  creation  of  a  stock,  as  in  this 
case,  saddled  with  an  enormous  incumbrance  m  liminey  in  the 
shape  of  an  exorbitant  bonus,  which  involves  a  sacrifice  of  the 
captal  to  a  certainty,  in  part,  and  which  depends  wholly  on 
speculation,  whether  it  will,  or  will  not  be  profitable  in  future. 

Thus  far  we  insist,  that  by  the  investment  excepted  to,  there 
has  been  an  excess  of  power  in  the  acts  of  the  trustees,  and  if 
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SO,  there  is  no  necessity  to  consider  the  bona  fides  of  their  acts, 
the  legality  of  which  depend  on  the  construction  of  their 
powers. 

4th.  Because,  even  on  the  hypothesis  that  the  trustees  did 
not  exceed  their  powers,  yet  it  was  a  gross  abuse 'of  power  for 
these  trustees  to  travel  out  of  the  State  of  Maryland^  to  creiite 
a  new  State  bank,  under  the  authority  of  the  legislature  of 
Pennsylvania^  predicated  as  that  bank  was,  upon  principles 
and  sacrifices  of  capital  hitherto  unknown  in  the  history  of  such 
local  banks,  and  in  support  of  this  view  we  refer  to  the  charter 
in  evidence,  and  the  statements  of  Nicholas  BiddUj  also  in 
evidence,  made  at  the  meeting  of  stockholders. 

6th.  Because  the  facts  agreed  show,  that  in  making  the  in- 
vestment complained  of,  the  trustees  did  not  act  on  their  own 
personal  judgment  and  discretion,  but  undertook,  beforehand, 
to  delegate  all  their  discretion  and  judgment  in  the  premises  to 
Nicholas  Bieldle,  by  the  power  of  attorney  exhibited  in  the  re- 
cord, which,  as  practically  carried  out,  devolved  the  trust  to  a 
stranger,  under  whose  substituted  agency  this  investment  was 
made,  thus  depriving  the  cestui  que  trusts  of  that  personal 
judgment  and  discretion  of  the  trustees,  which  was  required  o( 
them  by  duty  and  law,  and  which,  under  these  circumstances, 
they  cannot  now  invoke  as  their  protection  in  this  disastrous 
investment. 

In  support  of  this  view,  it  will  be  seen  that  Nicholas  Biddle 
was  authorised  by  these  trustees  to  apply  to  any  State  legisla- 
ture for  any  kind  of  charter  be  thought  proper,  and  to  accept 
such  charter  according  to  his  own  individual  judgment;  that 
whatever  might  be  the  character  of  Biddle^s  acts,  the  trustees 
bound  themselves  to  ratify  them,  and  that  the  whole  investment 
was,  in  fact,  made  by  Biddle^  under  this  power  of  attorney, 
and  with  no  special  approval  or  ratification  of  those  acts  of  the 
substituted  trustee,  further  than  can  be  implied  from  the  receipt 
of  dividends  by  the  trustees  proper,  at  a  time  when  (he  invest- 
ment had  been  made  by  Biddle ,  and  the  agency  consummated 
without  the  slightest  exercise  of  personal  judgment  or  discretion 
by  the  testamentary  trustees. 
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6ib.  Because  the  evidence  shows,  that  the  stock  taken  in  the 
Siaie  Bank  of  Pennsylvania  ^  ceased  to  pay  dividends  in  July, 
1839;  and  after  that  date,  underwent  a  fixed  and  gradual  de- 
cline through  a  series  of  months,  until  it  depreciated  to  a  mere 
nominal  value,  during  all  which  time  the  trustees  took  no  ac- 
tion to  protect  the  interests  of  the  cestui  que  trusts,  and  have 
thus*  by  their  gross  laches^  charged  themselves  with  the  full 
amount  of  loss  to  the  trust  fund. 

Finally,  it  is  insisted,  that  the  pretext  set  up  by  the  trustees, 
that  they,  or  one  of  them,  had  invested  a  much  larger  sum  of 
bis  own  money  in  a  similar  way,  and,  therefore,  he  has  acted 
bona  fide  with  the  trust  funds,  cannot  be  relied  on  as  any  equi- 
table bar  to  the  breach  of  iduciary  duty  proved  against  the 
trustees,  because  very  different  considerations  apply  to  the  deli- 
cate discbarge  of  the  duties  of  fiduciary  agents,  and  to  the 
rights  of  individuals  to  waste  or  squander  their  own  private 
funds. 

We  also  deny  that  the  acquiescence  of  the  married  women* 
cesiui  que  trusts  for  life,  in  the  disputed  investment,  can  at  all 
affect  the  liability  of  these  trustees,  or  that  the  acquiescence  of 
any  of  the  remainder  men,  can  affect  such  liability. 

Lloyd  and  R.  Johnson,  for  the  appellees,  contended: 

Ist.  That  it  being  admitted  in  the  cause,  that  the  original 
investment  in  the  stock  of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States,  was 
authorised  by  the  will,  the  defendants  (appellees,)  had  the  same 
authority  to  invest  in  the  stock  of  the  Bank  of  the  United 
Statesy  chartered  by  Pennsylvania. 

2nd.  That  in  exercising  that  authority,  the  appellees  were 
only  bound  to  observe  such  care  and  prudence  as  men  of  ordi- 
nary care  and  prudence  would  have  observed  in  investing  their 
own  funds. 

3rd.  That  having  made  the  investment,  the  appellees  were 
not  responsible  for  the  ultimate  result,  if  they  treated  it  after- 
wards bona  fide,  and  ad  men  of  ordinary  prudence  would  have 
acted,  if  the  said  investment  hud  been  their  individual  property. 
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4lh.  That  the  iavestmcnt  was  kaown  to  the  cestui  que  Mists 
for  life^  and  their  husbands^  by  wliom  the  dividends  in  the  ori- 
ginal^ as  well  as  the  substituted  investments^  were  all  received 
from  the  appellees,  as  due  to  them  under  the  will,  which,  as 
far  as  they  are  concerned,  estops  them  from  denying  the  legality 
of  such  investments;  and  that,  in  a  case  like  this,  in  the  ab- 
sence  of  all  mala  fides  on  the  part  of  such  cestui  que  trusts f 
and  the  appellees,  and  either  of  them,  such  conduct  and  ads 
on  the  part  of  tlie  cestui  que  trusts  for  life,  equally  protect  the 
appellees  from  all  claim  on  the  part  of  the  cedui  que  trusts jia 
remainder  for  any  loss  sustained,  in  foct,  afterwards,  from  the 
investment. 

6th.  For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  4th  point,  it  Hot  being  pre- 
tended that  the  said  cestui  que  trusts  for  life,  or  any  other  per- 
son interested  ja  the  said  trust  estate,  applied  to  the  appellees 
to  dispose  of  said  investment,  on  tlie  ground  that  it  was  becom- 
ing, or  likely  to  become,  a  losing  one,  the  appellees  are  not  re- 
sponsible for  the  eventoal  loss,  if  they  acted  and  continued  to 
hold  the  slock  in  good  faith,  as  it  is  admitted  they  did. 

Magruder,  J.J  dissented,  and  delivered  the  following 
opinion : 

In  dissenting  from  the  opidion  of  the  majority  of  tlie  court, 
I  do  not  wish  to  be  understood,  as  subscribing  to  all  the  legal 
positions  which  were  taken  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellants. 
I  may  say,  however,  that  there  are  points,  of  which  1  do  not 
mean  here  to  take  notice,  which  I  would  rather  should  become 
the  settled  law  of  Maryland  without,  than  by,  my  agency. 
Trustees  are  safe,  when  they  act  in  the  execution  of  the  trust, 
by  the  advice  of  the  chancellor,  and  his  directions  in  regard  to 
the  investment  or  reinvestment  of  the  trust  fund,  they  might 
at  any  time  have  obtained.  Itideed,  I  am  unable  to  say  that 
these  trustees  were  quite  safe  in  any  act  that  was  required  of 
them,  without  the  sanction  of  the  chancellor.  They  proposed 
to  invest  the  trust  fund  in  the  stock  of  a  bank,  whose  charter 
was  to  expire  before  the  trust  was  to  be  distributed,  a  slep' 
which,  when  it  can,  ought  to  be  avoided. 
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Bat  still  I  lirill  not  say^  that  for  the  original  investment, 
witboat  any  application  to  the  court  of  chancery ,  they  can  be 
condemned.  When^  however ,  the  charter  of  the  United  Siates 
Bankyms  about  to  expire,  and  the  question  was  to  be  decided, 
in  what  other  stock  this  investment  was  to  be  made,  there  was 
no  law  which  authorised  them  to  constitute  N,  Biddle  their 
attorney,  and  surrender  to  him  all  the  powers  which  the  will 
gave  to  the  trustees,  and  the  law  gives  to  the  court  of  chancery. 
He,  ( Biddle y)  was  to  act  in  person  or  by  attorney,  and,  in 
person  or  by  attorney,  decide  for  these  cestui  que  trusts^ 
whether  this  portion  of  the  trust  fund  should  be  invested  in  a' 
new  bank,  just  about  to  be  brought  into  existence,  if  the  presi- 
dent of  the  old  and  the  expected  president  of  the  new  bank, 
should  obtain  of  the  old  stockholders  suflScient  proxies  to  estab* 
lish  the  State  bank. 

The  power  thus  delegated  to  this  attorney,  is  the  power 
which  the  will  that  created  the  trust  did  not  authorise  them  to 
delegate.  An  attention  in  person  to  their  duties,  may  be  at- 
tended with  some  inconvenience  to  the  trustees,  but  this  they 
undertake  when  they  accept  the  trust,  and,  especially,  when, 
by  their  own  act,  in  making  the  investment  in  stock  so  far  from 
them,  it  becomes  necessary  for  them  to  submit  to  that  incon* 
venience.  Had  they  attended  in  person,  and  exercised  their 
own  judgment,  it  is  difficult  to  say  what  might  have  been  their 
decision,  but  it  may  reasonably  be  expected,  that  they  would 
have  considered  it  tlieir  duty  to  recall  the  power  of  attorney, 
when  they  heard  their  own  agent  urge  as  a  reason  for  the  in- 
vestment of  all  the  stock,  even  the  stock  held  by  citizens  in 
Maryland  in  the  new  bank,  because,  '' although  it  could, 
doubtless,  have  obtained  a  charter  elsewhere,  on  much  lower 
terms,  yet  it  would  have  been  an  exile,  instead  of  continuing 
to  be,  what  it  has  been  forty  years,  a  bank  of  the  United 
Staiesy  ctt  Philadelphia.  Again,  the  question  to  retain,  (in 
Pennsylvania^  an  existing  capital,  which  would  leave  the 
State,  and  not  merely  leave  the  State,  biit  go  into  the  service 
of  its  neighbors  to  make  rival  improvements  to  its  own.  Here 
it  is  already  collected  in  the  State,  belonging  mainly  to  persons 
53        V.8 
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out  of  tbe  State,  but  left  here  to  be  maDaged  by  Pennsyha- 
nianSySLnd  for  tbe  bene6t  of  Pennm/lvania.^*  Surely  these 
and  other  remarks  made  to  the  stockholders^  when  aasenibled, 
would  not  have  been  heard,  if  proxies  had  not  been  so  liberally 
granted  by  distant  stockholders  to  the  author  of  them. 

Such  an  agent  could  scarcely  be  deemed  a  faithful  agent,  to 
be  entrusted  with  such  powers  by  trustees  living  out  of  tbe 
State,  and  acting  for  others,  resideitts  elsewhere.  It  is  not 
believed  that  the  chancellor,  if  he  had  been  Consulted,  and 
seen  the  remarks  of  the  agent,  which  are  made,  by  consent,  a 
part  of  the  etridence  in  this  case,  would  have  considered  him- 
self at  libetty  to  continue  this  trust  fund  in  an  institution,  under 
the  management  of  this  agent,  and  with  the  avowed  porpose 
of  appropriating  to  its  own  ( Permgylvania^Sy)  exclusive  use^  a 
vast  amount  of  capital. 

I  have  heretofore  been  induced  to  think^  that  I  was,  perhaps, 
rather  disposed  to  act  with  too  much  lenity,  when  judging  of 
tbe  conduct  of  trustees,  and  determining  their  liability.  I  cer- 
tainly have  not  thought  favorably  of  every  thing  that  I  have 
read  in  rq^rd  thereto  in  the  English  books,  and  sometimes, 
(especially  when  counsel  for  the  unsuccessful  party,)  have 
questioned  the  correctness  of  soote  things  said  occasionally  by 
this  court.  But  certainly,  (especially  since  the  case  of  Ring- 
gold  and  Ringgold  J  \  H.Sf  G.^W^  have  never  supposed  that 
trustees,  acting  as  these  trustees  are  proved  to  have  acted  ^  could 
rightly  insist,  that  losses  thus  sustained,  must  be  sustained  by 
innoccfnt  and  confiding  cestui  que  trusts. 

In  the  case  of  Ringgold  and  Ringgold ,  \  H.Sf"  O.,  11,  both 
the  chancellor  and  this  court  spoke  of  those  trustees  who  do  not 
act,  ^^ bonajidey  within  trust  limits."  ^'  But  when  the  trustee'' 
said  the  chancellor  '^  transcends  his  limits,  then  he  becooiea 
responsible  for  the  utmost  value  of  the  funds  thus  misapplied." 
The  line  of  duty  must  be  strictly  pursued,  no  part  of  the  pro- 
perty must  be  put  within  the  control  of  persons  who  ought  not 
to  be  entrusted  with  it.  If  he  does  and  a  loss  be  thereby  in- 
curred, such  personal  representative  will  be  liable  to  make  it 
good;  however  unexpected  the  result^  however  little  likely  to 
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arise  from  the  course  adopted^  and  however  free  such  conduct 
may  have  been  from  improper  motive.  2nd  Spence  Ejititff 
Juriadkiioni  934. 

As,  however,  a  majority  of  the  court  have  come  to  the  con* 
elusion,  that  these  trustees  are  not  to  be  accountable  for  the 
appointment  of  an  agent,  when  not  authorised  to  appoint  him, 
and  for  the  loss  sustained  by  the  trust  fund,  by  reason  of  his 
acts,  I  shall  not  give  more  in  detail  my  reasons  for  thinking 
otherwise.  1  must,  however,  think,  that  the  loss  here  to  be 
sustained,  ought  to  be  home  by  men  who  undertook  the  trusty 
and  then  transcended  the  bounds  of  their  trust  duty;  who  con- 
ferred upon  an  individual,  whom  they  were  net  authorised  to 
employ,  all  the  powers  which  the  will  gave  to  them,  and 
which  the  law  confides  to  the  chancellor. 

Dorset,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  only  matters  in  controversy  in  the  case  before  us,  relate 
to  tlie  liability  of  the  trustees,  the  defendants,  for  the  amount 
of  the  loss  sustained  by  the  trust  fund,  by  reason  of  the  defend- 
ants, on  the  10th  of  February,  1836,  having  united  with  the 
other  stockholders  of  the  old  Bank  of  the  United  States^  in 
the  acceptance  of  the  charter  of  the  new  Bank  of  the  United 
Statesy  incoiporated  by  the  State  of  Pennsylvania^  on  the  18th 
of  February  1836,  and  surrendering  two  hundred  and  twenty- 
one  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  old  bank,  (which  was 
held  by  them  as  their  investment  of  part  of  the  trust  fund,) 
and  accepting,  in  lieu  thereof,  two  hundred  and  twenty-one 
rfmres  of  stock  of  the  new  Bank  of  the  United  States, 

From  the  nature  of  the  complainants'  bill,  the  trustees  had 
no  r^t  to  anticipate,  in  reference  to  this  bank  stock,  any 
charges  against  them  of  negligence,  misconduct,  want  of  judg- 
ment and  discretion,  or  violation  of  duty,  or  tran^ession  of 
their  powers;  or  that  at  the  time  of  the  acceptance  of  the  char- 
ter of  the  new  bank,  its  substituted  stock  for  that  of  the  old 
bank,  was  not  to  be  deemed  an  investment  in  ''safe  and  pro- 
fitable stock."  as  directed  by  the  will  of  the  testator,  whether 
it  were  to  be  regarded  as  an  entirely  new  investment,  or  as  a 
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quasi  coDtiauatioQ  of  the  old  one.  No  such  chai^ges  haying 
beeo  made  in  Ibe  bill^  the  defendant  trustees,  have  been  de- 
prived of  the  benefit,  which  a  denial  or  explanation  in  their 
answer  would  have  given  them.  Indeed,  looking  only  to  the 
allegations  in  the  bill,  it  might  have  been  fairly  concluded, 
that  to  this  investment  in  the  stock  of  the  new  Bank  of  the 
United  Siatea,  the  complainants  designed  to  take  no  excep- 
tion«  Into  such  a  quiescent  inference  the  defendants  might 
very  naturally  have  been  lulled,  and  if  it  were  necessaiy  to  do 
so  for  their  protection,  this  court  might  well  require  stronger 
and  more  conclusive  proof  on  the  part  of  the  complainants,  to 
entitle  them  to  the  relief  claimed  for  them  in  the  argument 
before  us,  than  would  have  been  demanded  of  them,  had  their 
bill,  with  the  customary  fullness  and  fairness,  disclosed  to  the 
defendants  the  nature  and  grounds  of  the  claim  to  which  they 
were  called  upon  to  respond.  Let  it  not  be  supposed  for  a 
moment,  (for  nothing  is  further  from  our  opinion  upon  the 
subject,)  that  there  was  any  sinister  design  in  thus  framing  the 
bill,  but  we  merely  refer  to  it  as,  in  its  tendency,  indicating  to 
the  defendants,  that  its  object  was  to  seek  relief  for  difierent 
grievances  than  those  now  urged  before  this  court.  The  trus- 
tees being  the  only  defendants  in  interest,  when  the  term  de- 
fendants is  used,  the  trustees  only  are  embraced  by  it. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  of  the  various  points  relied  on 
in  this  case,  to  charge  the  defendants  with  the  loss  complained 
of,  an  immense  mass,  both  of  English  and  American^  authori- 
ties have  been  referred  to,  to  prove  that  in  the  States  or  countiy 
where  those  decisions  were  made,  an  investment  of  a  trust  fund 
by  executors,  guardians  or  trustees,  in  bank  stock,  was  a  breach 
of  trust,  and  subjected  those  by  whom  it  was  made  to  all  the 
losses  and  casualties  resulting  therefrom.  In  answer  to  these 
authorities,  it  might  perhaps  be  sufficient  to  say,  that  the  Eng- 
lish chancery  rule,  in  regard  to  the  securilies  in  which  trust 
funds  can  only  be  legitimately  invested,  has  never  literally, 
nor  analogically,  been  extended  to  Maryland;  and  that  the 
American  authorities  cited,  for  the  most  part,  depend  on  statu- 
tory  enactments  of  the  States  in  which  those  decisions  have 
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been  made,  or  rest  on  principles  sanctioned  by  the  courts  of 
those  States^  but  which  have  never  been  adopted,  directly  or 
indirectly,  in  the  State  of  Maryland;  and  we  do  not  think  it 
would  be  doing  justice  to  the  chancery  court,  or  the  parties  in 
this  cause,  even  if  there  existed  no  other  reason  for  its  refrain- 
ing to  do  so,  for  this  appellate  tribunal  now,  for  the  first  time, 
to  establish  a  new  rule  upon  the  subject,  designed  to  control 
not  only  the  future  action  of  the  judicial  tribunals  of  this  State, 
but  which  might  invalidate  transactions  almost  without  num- 
ber, the  legality  of  which  heretofore  had  never  been  doubted, 
and  might  create  liabilities  never  before  dreamed  of,  to  an 
amount  of  which  this  court  cannot  form  even  a  conjectural 
estimate. 

But  this  court  is  withheld  from  adopting  the  principle  con- 
tended for  by  the  appellant,  upon  other  and  sufiicient  grounds. 
It  is  a  matter  of  notoriety,  a  part  of  the  public  history  of  such 
transactions  in  Maryland^  that  trustees,  &c.,  holding  funds 
directed  to  be  invested  in  stocks,  have  been  in  the  habit  of 
making  such  investments  in  bank  stock,  and  especially  in  the 
stock  of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States,  when  such  an  insti- 
tution was  in  existence.  And  if  such  usage  had  never  existed 
before,  in  the  absence  of  express  legislation  upon  the  subject, 
its  commencement  would  have  been  analogically  justified  by 
the  fourth  and  fifth  sections  of  the  act  of  1831 J  ch.  315,  which 
enact:  '^  That  the  orphans  courts  of  the  several  counties  in  this 
State,  be,  and  they  are  hereby  authorised  and  empowered,  in 
their  discretion,  and  whenever  to  them  it  shall  seem  proper, 
either  ex  officio  or  upon  application,  to  order  any  executor  or 
adminbtrator,  to  whom  they  may  have  granted  letters  testa- 
mentary or  of  administration,  to  bring  into  court,  or  place  in 
bank,  or  invest  in  bank  stock,  or  in  any  other  good  security, 
any  money  or  funds  received  by  such  executor  or  administra- 
tor." And  the  same  authority,  in  the  same  terms,  is  given  to 
the  orphans  court  in  respect  to  money  or  funds  in  the  hands  of 
guardians.  With  a  knowledge  of  the  usage,  as  to  investments 
of  trust  funds  in  bank  stocks,  and  these  provisions  of  the  act  of 
1831  before  us,  to  hold  trustees  liable  for  all  the  losses  that 
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may  occur,  solely  on  the  ground  that  they  had  made  an  invest- 
ment of  (he  trust  fund  in  bank  stocky  would,  in  Maryland,  be 
an  act  of  extreme  rigor,  not  to  say  of  injustice  towards  them, 
which  this  court  cannot  be  induced  to  perpetrate.  But,  as 
conclusive  evidence,  to  show  that  in  Maryland  no  such  rule 
exists  as  that  contained  in  the  authorities  cited,  by  which  bank 
stock  is  repudiated  as  a  security,  in  which  trust  funds  may  be 
lawfully  invested,  the  opinion  of  Chancellor  Bland y  to  be  found 
in  Hammond  vs,  Hamm^md^  2  Bland,  412  and  413,  may  be 
confidently  relied  on.  He,  with  a  diligence  worthy  of  all  com- 
mendation, had  examined  into  all  the  rules,  practice  and  deci- 
sions of  his  predecessors  in  office,  and  designing,  as  we  cannot 
doubt,  not  to  depart  therefrom,  delivered  his  opinion  in  the 
case  referred  to,  from  which  the  following  is  an  extract:  "The 
meaning  of  the  phrase,  ^good  security,'  used  by  the  testator, 
must  be  taken  in  connection  with  that  indefinite  and,  perhaps, 
great  length  of  time,  during  which,  it  is  very  evident,  he  in- 
tended it  should  be  'good  security;'  and  thus  understanding 
the  testator  to  mean,  permanently  and  durably,  good  security, 
I  feel  my  discretion  must  be  limited  to  a  selection  among  secur- 
ities of  that  description,  that  is,  government  stock,  or  a  mort- 
gage on  unincumbered  real  estate,  or  good  bank  stock. ^^ 

The  complainants  insist,  that  the  trustees,  Lynch  and  McDo- 
nald, ought  to  be  '^  held  personally  responsible  for  the  amount 
of  money  or  the  value  of  the  stock  in  the  National  Bank,  so 
by  them  illegally  converted,  by  taking  stock  in  the  State  bank, 
(meaning  the  new  Bank  of  the  United  States,)  together  with 
interest  on  said  amount,"  on  six  separate  grounds.  The  first 
of  which  is,  '^  because  the  power  to  invest,  by  the  terras  of  the 
will,  is  to  *  James  Campbell,  Edmund  Lynch  and  Samuel 
McDonald,^^  nominatim,  and  they  are  to  hold  the  said  invest- 
ment in  trust,  &c.,  and  therefore  the  power  did  not  extend  to 
Lynch  and  McDonald,  the  survivors,  by  whom  the  investment ' 
complained  of  was  made."  To  sustain  this  position,  an  im- 
mense number  of  authorities  has  been  referred  to,  the  force  of 
which  it  would  be  difficult  to  obviate,  were  the  case  before  us 
one  of  a  mere  naked  power,  and  not  of  a  power  coupled  with 
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an  interest  or  trust.  From  the  nature^  objects  and  provisions 
of  the  will,  apart  from  all  authorities  on  the  subject,  we  think 
it  might  be  satisfactorily  shown,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
testator  that  the  powers  given  to  the  trustees^  should,  upon  the 
death  of  one  of  them,  enure  to  the  survivors.  But,  from  the 
necessity  of  proving  such  intention  apparent  upon  the  face  of 
the  will,  we  are  relieved  by  the  conclusiveness  of  the  numer- 
ous authorities^  settling  against  them  the  principle  for  which 
the  appellants  contend,  a  reference  to  which  is  the  only  answer 
thai  need  be  given  to  their  aigument  upon  the  subject. 

In  Franklin  vs.  Osgood y  14  John.y  527,  it  was  held,  that 
^^ where  the  power,  j?er  «6,  is  merely  a  naked  power,  and  yet 
in  other  parts  of  the  will,  there  are  trusts  and  duties  imposed 
upon  the  executors  which  require  a  sale  to  be  made,  in  order 
to  effectuate  the  intent  of  the  testator,  in  such  case  the  power 
survives."  In  Taylor ^  ei  al.y  vs.  Benham,  Q  Ho/Ward y  233: 
''A  power  to  sell,  coupled  either  with  an  interest  or  trust,  survives 
to  the  surviving  executor.  So  also  if  all  the  trustees  or  exec- 
utors in  such  a  case  decline  to  act  except  one."  In  Peter  vs. 
Beverly y  10  Peters^  532:  ^^  The  general  principle  of  the  com- 
mon law,  as  laid  down  by  Lord  CokOj  and  sanctioned  by  many 
judicial  decisions,  is,  that  when  the  power  given  to  several 
persons,  is  the  mere  naked  power  to  sell>  not  coupled  with  an 
interest,  it  must  be  executed  by  all,  and  does  not  survive. 
But  where  the  power  is  coupled  with  an  interest,  it  may  be 
executed  by  the  survivor.  It  is  not  a  power  coupled  with  an 
interest  in  executors,  because  they  may  derive  a  personal  bene- 
fit from  the  devise.  For  a  trust  will  survive,  though  no  way 
beneficial  to  the  trustee.  It  is  the  possession  of  the  legal  estate, 
or  a  right  in  the  subject  over  which  the  power  is  to  be  exercised, 
that  make  the  interest  in  question."  <^  And  where  there  is  a 
trust  charged  upon  the  executois  in  the  direction  given  to  them 
in  the  disposition  of  the  proceeds,  it  is  the  settled  doctrine  of 
courts  of  chancery,  that  the  trust  does  not  become  extinct  by 
the  death  of  one  of  the  trustees.  It  will  be  continued  in  the 
survivors,  and  not  be  permitted,  in  any  event,  to  fail  for  the 
want  of  a  trustee."    That  the  power  given  to  the  trustees  in 
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this  case  was  coupled  both  with  aa  interest  and  a  trust,  no- 
body who  reads  the  will  can  entertain  one  moment's  doubt. 
In  Lemn  on  Trusts^  266,  it  is  stated,  that  ^<on  the  death  of 
one  trustee,  the  joint  office  survives."  And,  ^Mt  is  a  well 
known  maxim,  that  a  bare  authority,  committed  to  several 
persons,  is  determined  by  the  death  of  any  one,  but  if  coupled 
with  an  interest,  it  passes  to  the  survivors."  ^^  It  follows,  that 
as  co-trustees  have  an  authority  coupled  with  an  interest,  their 
office  must  be  impressed  with  the  quality  of  survivorship;  as  if 
an  estate  be  vested  in  two  trustees,  upon  trust  to  sell,  and  one 
of  them  dies,  the  other  may  sell;  otherwise,  indeed,  the  more 
precaution  a  person  took  by  increasing  the  number  of  trustees, 
the  greater  would  be  the  chance  of  the  abrupt  determination  of 
the  trust  by  the  death  of  anyone."  In  Hill  on  TntsteeSf 
303,  it  is  said:  ^^  Where  more  trustees  than  one  are  appointed, 
the  trust  property  is  almost  invariably  limited  to  them  as  joint 
tenants;  and  even  if  the  terms  of  the  gift  rendered  this  at  all 
doubtful,  the  court,  for  sake  of  convenience,  would  doubtless 
endeavor,  if  possible,  to  affix  this  construction  to  it."  '^  There- 
fore, upon  the  death  of  one  of  the  original  trustees,  the  whole 
estate,  whether  real  or  personal,  devolves  upon  the  survivors, 
and  so  on  continually  to  the  last  survivor."  Many  other  simi- 
lar authorities  might  be  referred  to,  but  too  much  has  already 
been  said  on  so  plain  a  proposition,  and  but  for  the  apparent 
confidence  with  which  it  was  denied,  its  announcement  by  the 
court  would  have  been  all  that  would  have  been  deemed 
necessary  for  its  establishment. 

But,  it  is  said,  conceding  the  principle  of  survivorship  in 
relation  to  such  cases,  apart  from  all  legislation  upon  the  sub* 
ject,  yet  that  the  principles  of  joint  tenancy  are  wholly  abro- 
gated by  the  act  of  1822,  ch.  162.  All  that  need  be  said  in 
answer  thereto  is,  that  this  act  of  Assembly  was  not  intended 
to  apply  to  devises  or  grants  made  to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of 
third  persons.  Survivorship  in  such  cases,  formed  no  part  of 
the  evil  designed  to  be  remedied,  and  not  being  within  the 
intent  or  spirit  of  the  act,  is  not  embraced  by  it. 
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The  second  ground  upon  which  the  appellant  claims  a  re*- 
versol  of  the  chancellor's  decree  is,  ^<  because  conceding  even 
that  the  power  survives,  stilly  in  this  case,  it  was  exhausted  by 
the  first  investment,  and  there  being  no  power  to  reinvest,  it 
required  the  sanction  of  chancery,  notwithstanding  the  tempo* 
niry  and  limited  duration  of  the  first  investment."  This  re- 
strictive construction  of  the  powers  of  the  trustees,  we  think 
wholly  inconsistent  with  the  intention  of  the  testator,  cdlected 
from  the  provisions  of  the  will  itself.  If  the  investments  first 
made,  without  any  default  on  the  part  of  the  trustees,  returned, 
or  were  about  to  be  returned,  to  their  hands  in  money,  and 
there  to  remain  unproductive,  but  by  a  reinvestment,  it  would 
have  been  in  them  a  breach  ct  duty,  by  clear  implication,  im- 
posed upon  them  by  the  manifest  intention  of  the  testator,  not 
to  have  made  provision  for  such  a  reinvestment.  The  acts  of 
the  trustees  here  complained  of,  ought  not  to  be  regarded  as  a 
new  or  reinvestment  of  a  portion  of  the  testator's  estate,  ct 
which  a  previous  investment  had  been  made,  biit  rather  as 
efforts  of  the  trustees,  designed  to  preserve  and  protect  the 
original  investment,  and  to  keep  it,  as  nearly  as  practicable,  in 
its  primitive  condition.  To  suppose  that  the  testator  intended 
to  withhold  such  authority  from,  his  trustees,  is  to  impute  to 
him  a  degree  of  folly,  distrust  i»d  inconsistency,  for  wliich  the 
provisions  of  his  will  fumisli  not  the  slightest  warrant. 

But,  suppose  it  be  conceded  that  this  substitution  of  the  stock 
of  the  old  for  the  stock  of  the  new  Bank  of  the  Uniied  Stales, 
was  an  original  investment,  which  the  trustees  were,  strictly 
speaking,  not  authorised  U>  make  without  the  sanction  of  the 
chancery  court.  Can  a  doubt  be  entertained,  looking  to  the 
proof  in  the  cause,  the  agreements  of  the  parties,  admitting  the 
tnith  of  all  that  is  said  upon  the  subject  in  the  answer  of  the 
appellees,  in  connection  with  the  fact  that  every  stockholder  of 
the  old  Bcmfcqfthe  Uniied  States  assented  to  the  substitution, 
(except  the  United  l^ateSy  which  acted  upon  principles  foreign 
to  those  of  all  other  stockholders,)  that  a  court  of  equity,  if  ap- 
plied to  by  the  trustees  at  the  time,  would  have  sanctioned  the 
investment?  We  think  such  a  doubt  cannot  rationally  be 
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entertaiued.  It  is  a  seltled  rule  in  chancery  ^  that  where  a 
trustee  does,  without  an  application  to  the  court,  an  act  which 
would  have  been  ordered,  if  authority  for  that  purpose  had 
heen  previously  applied  for,  and  at  the  time  of  the  act  being 
done,  it  was  obviously  for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned,  sudi 
act  will  be  ratified  and  afiirmed,  and  held  of  the  same  validity 
as  if  it  had  emanated  from  the  previous  order  of  the  chancellor. 
The  second  ground,  therefore,  relied  on  by  the  appellants,  can 
avail  them  nothing  towards  reversing  the  decree  of  the  chan- 
cellor. 

Their  third  ground  is,  ^<  because  regarded  as  a  question  of 
extent  of  power,  it  was  a  power  only  to  invest  in  some  already 
existing  stock,  and  not  a  power  to  create  a  new  and  speculative 
stock,  as  has  been  attempted  in  this  case,  by  taking  stock  in 
the  Pennsylvania  Bank,^^  For  this  limitation  on  the  judg- 
ment and  discretion  of  the  trustees,  we  see  no  warrant  in  the 
will,  and  therefore  are  not  disposed  to  adopt  it.  Suppose  such 
a  will  were  of  recent  date,  with  all  the  funds  ready  for  invest- 
ment in  the  hands  of  the  trustees,  and  Congress  were  now  to 
incorporate  for  fifty  years  a  new  Bank  of  the  UnUed  Siaies^ 
with  far  more  beneficial  and  extended  powers  than  those  pos- 
sessed by  the  late  bank,  could  it  be  gravely  urged,  that  as  an 
investment,  they  could  not  subscribe  for  stock  in  such  bank? 
We  think  not.  If  the  trustees  had  no  such  power,  it  could 
not  be  communicated  to  them  by  any  sanction  given  by  the 
chancery  court. 

The  fourth  ground  is,  ^<  because,  even  on  the  hypothesis 
that  the  trustees  did  not  exceed  their  powers,  yet  it  was  a  gross 
abuse  of  power  for  these  trustees  to  travel  out  of  the  State  of 
Maryland^  to  create  a  new  State  bank  under  the  authority  of 
the  legislature  of  Pennsylvania^  predicated,  as  that  bank  was, 
upon  principles  and  sacrifices  of  capital  hitherto  unknown  in 
the  history  of  such  local  banks,  and  in  support  of  this  view, 
we  refer  to  the  charter  in  evidence,  and  the  statements  of 
Nicholas  Biddlcy  also  in  evidence,  made  at  the  meeting  of 
stockholders."  The  power  in  the  trustees  to  make  the  invest- 
ment being  conceded,  the  residue  of  the  objection  to  it  is  irre- 
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futably  answered  by  the  cod(  rolling  circumstances  under  which 
it  was  made,  by  the  admitted  facts  in  relation  to  it  contained 
in  the  answer,  and  by  the  overwhelming  fact^  that  every  other 
stockholder  in  the  old  bank  made  a  like  investment,  the  United 
Siates  excepted,  which  declined  doing  so  for  reasons  not  ap- 
plicable to  other  stockholders. 

The  appellants  fiHb  ground  is,  ^'  because  the  facts  agreed 
show,  that  in  making  the  investment  complained  of,  the  trus- 
tees did  not  act  on  their  own  personal  judgment  and  discretion, 
but  undertook  beforehand  to  delegate  all  their  discretion  and 
judgment  to  Nicholas  Biddle  by  the  power  6f  attorney,  exhib- 
ited in  the  record,  which,  as  practically  carried  out>  devolved 
the  trust  to  a  stranger,  under  whose  substituted  agency  this 
investment  was  made,  thus  depriving  the  cesiuis  que  trust  of 
that  personal  judgment  and  discretion  of  the  trustees  which 
was  required  of  them  by  duty  and  law,  and  which,  under 
these  circumstances,  they  cannot  now  invoke  as  their  protection 
in  this  disastrous  investment."  In  the  argument  on  behalf  of 
the  appellants  it  was  insisted,  that  to  determine  on  tlie  expe- 
diency of  surrendering  the  stock  in  the  old  bank,  and  accepting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  same  number  of  shares  in  the  new  bank, 
required  botii  judgment  and  discretion,  after  a  full  examination 
of  the  affairs  and  condition  of  the  old  bank,  if  conrpelled  to 
wind  up  its  affairs  on  the  expiration  of  its  charter.  That  to 
enable  the  trustees  to  decide  on  the  propriety  of  the  course  they 
were  about  to  pursue,  it  was  their  indispensable  duty  to  visit 
the  mother  bank  at  the  city  of  PhUadelphiaj  and  minutely 
examine  into  its  concerns,  and  meet  in  consultation  with  the 
other  stockholders,  before  giving  their  assent  to  the  conversion 
of  their  stock  in  the  old,  into  the  stock  of  the  new  bank  of  the 
United  States. 

If  such  were  the  indispensable  duty  of  trustees  holding  stock 
in  the  old  Bank  of  the  United  States ^  it  would  attach  as  well 
to  trustees  residing  in  New  Orleans,  Ckdifomia^  Londony  or 
the  most  remote  quarter  of  theWrld,as  to  those  resident  in 
Baltimore.  And  the  obligation  is  equally  imperative,  whether 
the  fund  in  trust  be  large  or  small  in  amount,  and  all  the  trus- 
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tees  are  equally  bound  to  discharge  this  duty,  whether  the  nuoi- 
her  be  one  or  twenty,  because  trustees  can  no  more  delegate 
their  powers  to  each  other,  than  they  can  to  a  stranger.  It  can- 
not be  denied,  that  the  trustees  would  be  entitled  to  reimburse- 
ment,  out  of  the  trust  fund,  for  their  eicpenses  thus  incurred  in 
the  discharge  of  their  duties.  And  should  the  trust  fund  be 
small,  k  might  be  wholly  consumed  in  the  expenses  of  the 
trustees.  And  cut  bofw  would  such  waste  of  lime  and  money 
be  incurred?  Would  the  officers  of  the  bank  throw  open  to 
their  inspection  its  vaults^  count  its  specie,  exhibit  its  biDs, 
bonds,  notes  and  other  securities,  and  suboiii  to  tbeir  examina- 
tion all  the  bank  acconnts  of  its  customers  and  officers?  Cer- 
tainly not.  But,  suppose  they  had  done  ao>  would  the  object 
of  their  investigation  be  obtained?  It  cannot  be  pretended  that 
it  would.  The  trustees,  to  obtain  that  reliable  infomiatioii^ 
which  would  warrant  the  exercise  of  tbeir  judgment  and  dis- 
cretion, according  to  the  requisitions  of  the  appeUaiMS)  must 
perform  a  pilgrimage  to  every  State  in  the  Union  >  in  which  a 
braiKsh  might  be  located,  and  there  parsue^with  respect  to  it,  a 
similar  process  of  investigation,  and  to  be  consistent,  they  must 
visit  and  investigate  the  accounts  and  transactions  of  the  agen- 
cies of  the  bank  in  every  part  <tf  the  commercial  world.  Aiid 
to  form  any  satisfactory  basis  for  themselves^  on  which  to  leet 
the  exertion  of  their  discretion  and  judgment,  in  addition  to  the 
aforementioned  examinations,  they  must  inquire  into  the  ability 
of  all  the  debtois  of  the  bank,  in  every  part  of  the  world,  to 
pay  their  debts;  and,  when  all  this  has  been  accomplished,  it 
might  safely  be  asserted,  that  there  is  not  one  trustee  in  five 
hundred,  whose  opinion,  being  the  result  of  his  own  investiga- 
tions, could  be  as  safely  followed  as  that  of  him  who  formed 
it  exclusively  upon  a  perusal  of  the  stock  price  current  of  the 
day. 

But  if  such  extraordinary  investigations  are  necessarily  to  be 
made  by  trustees,  before  they  are  authorised  to  sell  or  exchange 
bank  stock,  when  a  part  of  a  trust  fund,  can  any  sufficient  rea- 
son be  assigned,  why  similar  investigations  are  not  indispensa- 
bly prerequisite  to  the  security  of  trustees  investing  trust  funds 
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in  bank  stock?  Iq  neither  case  do  we  regard  them  as  necessary 
for  the  protection  of  trustees,  who  faithfully^  and  with  ordinary 
skill  and  judgment,  discharge  the  duties  of  their  office. 

The  liabilities  of  trustees  are  not  created  or  measured  by  the 
unexecuted  powers  which  they  may  have  conferred  on  their 
del^ate  or  attorney,  but  by  the  powers  which  he  has  executed. 
In  their  acceptance  of  the  charter  of  the  new  bauk,  and  in- 
vesting in  the  stock  thereof  the  shares  of  stock  which  they  held 
in  the  old  bank,  we  have  before  stated  that  the  trustees  were 
justified^  and  whether  such  acceptance  and  investment  were 
made  by  themselves,  in  person,  or  by  their  delegate  or  attorney, 
is,  therefore,  wholly  immaterial.  We  do  not,  however,  regard 
Che  case  before  us  as  one  in  which  the  trustees,  without  having 
exercised  their  own  judgment  and  discretion  in  deciding  on  the 
expediency  of  the  acts  to  be  done,  bad  transferred  their  entire 
pfbweis  to  their  agent  or  attorney,  but  a  case  in  which  the  trus- 
tees, having  fully  exercised  their  judgment  and  discretion,  with 
fidelity  and  reasonable  prudence  and  judgement,  authorised  their 
ageht,  Nicholas  BubOey  ministerially  to  do  what  was  necessary 
lo  effectuate  their  determination;  at  the  same  time  clothing  him 
with  a  quasi  veto  power  over  the  acts  they  had  authorised  him 
lo  consummate.  This  veto  power  not  being  exerted,  whether 
it  were  rightfully  conferred  or  not,  is  not  a  question  before  us. 

The  sixth  point,  relied  on  by  the  appellants,  as  a  ground  on 
which  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  should  be  reversed,  is,  <^  he- 
cause  the  evidence  shows  that  the  stock  taken  in  the  State  Bank 
of  Pennsylvania,  ceased  to  pay  dividends  in  July,  1839,  and 
after  that  date,  underwent  a  fixed  and  gradual  decline  through 
a  series  of  months,  until  it  depreciated  to  a  mere  nominal  value, 
during  all  which  time  the  trustees  took  no  action  to  protect  the 
interests  of  the  cestuis  que  trusty  and  have  thus,  by  gross  laches, 
chaiged  themselves  with  the  full  amount  of  loss  to  the  trust 
fund. ' '  However  much  the  authorities  may  differ,  as  to  the  na- 
ture of  the  discretion  and  the  degree  of  diligence  which  is  re- 
quired of  the  trustees  in  the  management  of  the  trust  fund,  be- 
fore its  investment,  there  seems  little  or  no  diversity  of  opinion 
as  to  the  degree  of  negligence  or  misconduct  which  is  requisite 
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personally  to  charge  trustees^  after  the  trust  funds  have  been 
properly  invested.  In  Pybus  vs.  Smithy  1  Ves.y  Jr.y  193,  the 
lord  chancellor  says:  '^You  cannot  affect  the  trustees  with 
more  than  they  actually  received,  without  wilful  default."  In 
Jackson  vs.  Jackson^l  il^/c,  614:  "To  compel  trustees  to 
make  up  a  deficiency,  not  owing  to  their  wilful  default,  is  the 
harshest  demand  that  can  be  made  in  a  court  of  equity.'^    In 

WiUis  on  Trustees y  168,  it  is  stated,  and  the  authorities  refer- 
red to,  on  which  the  statement  is  founded,  ''that  trustees  mast 
execute  their  trusts  faithfully,  according  to  the  terms  of  them, 
and  the  intention  of  the  parties  by  whom  the  trusts  have  been 
created;  and  that  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  trustees  have 
done  so,  unless  the  contrary  clearly  and  unequivocally  appears." 
In  Thompson  vs.  Brawny  4  John,  O.  A.,  628,  Chancellor 
Kent  says:  "  This  court  have  always  treated  trustees,  acting  in 
good  faith,  with  great  tenderness."  And  he  then  quotes,  with 
approbation,  from  the  opinion  of  Lord  Hardwicke^  in  Knight 
vs.  The  Earl  of  Plymouth y  1  Dickens^  126:  "A  trustee  ha ving 
in  his  hands  a  considerable  sum  of  money,  places  it  out  for  the 
benefit  of  the  cestui  que  trusty  in  the  funds  which  afterwards 
sink  in  their  value,  or  on  a  security,  at  the  time  apparently 
good,  and  which  afterwards  turns  out  not  to  be  so,  was  there 
ever  an  instance  of  the  trustees  being  made  to  answer  for  the 
actual  sum  so  placed  out?  I  answer  no.  If  there  was  no 
malaJideSy  nothing  wilful  in  the  conduct  of  the  trustee,  the 
court  will  always  favor  him.  For  as  a  trust  is  an  office  neces- 
sary in  the  concerns  between  man  and  man,  and  which,  if 
faithfully  discharged,  is  attended  with  no  small  degree  of  trouble 
and  anxiety,  it  is  an  act  of  great  kindness  in  any  one  to  accept 
it.  To  add  hazard  or  risk  to  that  trouble,  and  to  subject  a 
trustee  to  losses,  which  he  could  not  foresee,  would  be  a  mani- 
fest hardship,  and  would  be  deterring  every  one  from  accepting 
so  necessary  an  office."    In  Massey  vs.  Banner y  I  Jojc.S^ 

Walk.,  2ily  Lord  Eldon  says:  "Trustees,  agents,  &c.,  are 
expected  to  take  the  same  care  of  the  trust  funds  as  a  reason- 
able attention  to  their  own  affairs  would  dictate  to  them  to  take 
of  their  own  property."     "The  degree  of  neglect  to  be  made 
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out  for  any  sum  beyond  that  actually  received^  is  also  different 
and  greater."  When  the  trustee  is  made  liable  for  more,  it 
must  be,  in  the  language  of  the  books,  ^'  in  cases  of  very  supine 
or  wilful  default."  It  is  stated  by  Chancellor  Keniy  in  Osgood 
vs.  FVankUny  2  John,  C  12.,  I:  <^A  trustee  is  not  chaigeable 
with  more  than  he  has  received  of  the  trust  estate,  unless  there 
is  evidence  of  very  gross  negligence,  amounting  to  wilful  de- 
fault." The  Supreme  Court  of  the  Untied  States  announce 
the  same  principle  in  Taylor y  et  al,,  vs.  Benham^  5  Howard, 
233:  ^^  But  the  executor  is  not  responsible  for  more  money  than 
be  received,  with  interest,  unless  in  case  of  very  supine  negli- 
gence, or  wilful  default."  la'HiU  on  Trustee,  381,  the  un- 
questioned principle  is  stated,  that  '^  where  the  trust  moneys  are 
once  properly  invested  in  stock,  the  trustees  cannot,  without  an 
express  authority,  dispose  of  the  stock,  and  invest  in  other 
securities."  Justice  Story ,  after  examining  various  decisions 
made  in  the  chancery  court  of  England,  in  regard  to  liabilities 
of  trustees,  and  the  grounds  upon  which  they  are  founded, 
says:  ^<The  true  result  of  the  considerations  here  suggested, 
would  seem  to  be,  that  where  a  trustee  has  acted  with  good 
faith  in  the  exercise  of  a  fair  discretion,  and  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  he  would  ordinarily  do  in  regard  to  his  own  perperty,  he 
ought  not  to  be  held  responsible  for  any  losses  accruing  in  the 
management  of  the  trust  property." 

Upon  a  fair  application  of  the  principles  sustained  by  the  au- 
thorities referred  to,  to  the  conduct  of  the  trustees,  as  presented 
in  the  record,  ought  the  chancellor's  decree  to  be  reversed,  for 
the  reasons  assigned  in  the  sixth  ground  relied  on  for  its  rever- 
sal? The  trustees  have  been  guilty  of  no  supine  negligence, 
or  wilful  default  They,  or  at  least  one  of  them,  (and  there  is 
no  evidence  of  any  diversity  of  opinion  between  them  upon 
the  subject,)  have  acted,  in  the  management  of  the  trust  fund, 
in  the  same  way  that  they  have  deemed  it  advisable  to  act  with 
regard  to  their  own  property  of  the  same  kind«  Although  they 
could,  ad  libitum,  have  sold  the  stock  held  by  one  of  them, 
yet  it  was  not  deemed  expedient  or  advantageous  to  do  so. 
Whereas,  they  possessed  no  power  to  sell  the  bank  stock  held 
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in  trust;  the  cestuis  que  trust  were  legally  incompetent  to  assent 
to  such  sale.  The  only  means  by  which  the  trustees  coald 
have  obtained  a  power  to  sell,  would  have  been  by  filing  a  bill 
in  chancery  for  that  purpose,  against  the  cestuis  que  trusty  whose 
assent  to  it  they  could  have  had,  but  extremely  faint,  if  any 
hopes  of  obtaining,  judging^  from  past  transactions  between 
them,  which  are  detailed  in  the  record  before  us;  and  that  the 
chancellor,  witliout  such  assent,  would  have  decreed  the  sale, 
is,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  quite  problematical. 

Mrs.  Gray  was,  it  appears,  a  widow  in  1840,  whose  adoiin- 
istratriz  as  such,  is  one  of  the  complainants;  and  yet,  during 
the  four  years  that  she  remained  a  widow,  cognizant  of  all  the 
facts  in  relation  to  this  stock,  it  does  not  appear  that  she  ever 
apjdied  to  the  court  of  chancery  herself,  or  requested  the  trus- 
tees to  do  so,  to  obtain  for  the  trustees  an  authority  to  sell.  Nor 
is  it  literally  true,  that  after  July,  1839,  the  stock  '^  underwent 
a  fixed  and  gradual  decline  through  a  series  of  months,  until 
it  depreciated  to  a  mere  nominal  value  "  According  to  the 
statement  of  prices  at  which  the  stock  sold  in  Philadelpkia, 
which,  by  agreement,  is  evidence  before  us,  the  decline  in  price 
was  not  fixed  and  gradual,  but  the  price  continued  to  fluctuate, 
sometimes  rising  and  sometimes  falling.  In  the  month  of  Oc- 
tober^  1839,  the  price  of  stock  advanced  $16  per  share,  in  the 
course  of  five  days.  The  trustees,  therefore,  who  could  only 
judge  of  its  value  by  the  price  it  bore  in  Ihe  stock  market,  can- 
not be  chaiged  with  supine  neglect,  or  wilful  default,  because 
they  were  unable  to  determine  that,  at  any  particular  time,  a 
sale  of  the  stock  would  be  advantageous  to  the  cestuis  que  trust, 
much  less  that  it  would  be  so  at  the  time  when  a  decree  for  that 
purpose  could  be  obtained  from  the  court  of  chancery.  On 
the  contrary,  the  trustees  have,  in  their  answer,  denied  all  ne- 
glect or  default  on  their  part,  and  most  positively  averred  that 
they  acted  with  fidelity,  according  to  the  best  of  their  judgment 
and  discretion,  and  with  a  view  to  promote  the  interest  and 
benefit  of  the  cestuis  que  trust.  It  appears,  also,  that  one  of 
the  trustees  held,  in  his  own  right,  a  larger  amount  of  the  stock 
of  the  new  Bank  of  the  United  States y  than  that  held  in  trust; 
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that  be  acquired  title  thereto  in  the  same  way^  and  has  ever 
since  continued  the  holder  thereof.  All  these  facts^  and  every 
thing  stated  in  the  answer^  in  relation  to  the  stock  of  the  bank, 
(except  that  the  eesiuis  que  trust  approved  of  the  substituted 
investment^)  are^  by  agreement  of  the  parties,  admitted  to  be 
true.  A  court  which;  under  all  these  circumstances,  could 
charge  the  appellees  with  the  claim  now  preferred  against  them, 
we  must  be  excused  for  saying,  would  rather  deserve  any  other 
name  than  a  court  of  equity. 

The  decree  of  the  chancery  court  is  affirmed  with  costs,  both 
in  this  court  and  in  the  court  of  chancery. 

DECREE   AFFIRMED. 


George  R.  RicHARDSoiir,  and  others,  vs»  The  Mayor  Aiyo 
CiT¥  Council  of  Baltimore. — December^  1849. 

Upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  appellanU,  aileginf  tbat  the  damages  for  the  openioj^ 
and  exlexuioD  of  certain  streets  in  the  city  of  Baltimore,  .secured  to  them 
bj  the  act  of  1837,  ch.  358,  had  not  boen  assessed  to  them  bj  the  street 
commissioners  of  said  city,  in  their  proceedings  for  the  extension  of  said 
streets,  and  that  apon  appeal  to  the  city  court,  the  jury  had,  also,  in  their 
asseaament  of  damages,  made  no  assessment  of  damages  to  the  complain- 
«nta,  who  were,  thereby,jab8olutely  denied  the  rights  vested  in  them  by  said 
act,  the  chancellor  granted  an  injunction  restraining  the  appellee  from 
collecting  the  assessments  mado  by  the  jury.  The  answer  of  the  appellee 
averred,  that  the  provisions  of  said  act  of  Assembly  were  especially  brought 
te  the  attention  of  the  jury,  and  fully  diseaseed,  and  deliberately  oonstdefred 
by  them,  and  the  chancellor  thereupon  ordered  the  injuaction  to  be  dis- 
solved, which  order  was  affirmed  upon  appeal. 

Courts  of  equity  will  interfere  where  courts  of  ordinary  jurisdiction  are  in- 
adequate instruments  of  justice,  to  restrain  the  assertion  of  doubtful  rights 
in  a  manner  productive  of  irreparable  damage,  and  to  prevent  injury  to 
third  persons  by  the  doubtful  title  of  others. 

The  chancery  court  has  no  right  to  interfere  to  arrest  the  proceedings  or  the 
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judgment  of  Baltimore  city  court,  on  the  ground  of  legal  error;  it  hai  no 
supervisory  power  over  courts  of  law. 
To  justify  the  interposition  of  equity,  thero  must  be  some  inequitable  advan. 
tage  taken,  which  would  render  it  unconscientious  in  the  party  obtaining 
it,  to  enforce  the  judgment,  and  of  which  the  party  seeking  the  aid  of 
equity  could  not  have  availed  himself  at  law,  or  was  prevented  from  dutng 
so  by  fraud  or  accident,  or  the  act  of  the  opposite  party  unmixed  with  any 
fraud  or  negligence  on  his  part. 

Appeal  fi-om  the  Churt  of  Chancery. 

The  legislature,  by  the  act  of  1837,  ch.  358,  appointed  cer- 
tain commissioners  <Uo  open  and  condemn,  as  public  highways 
forever,  all  such  streets,  lanes  and  alleys,  or  such  parts  thereof, 
within  the  bounds  of  the  estate  of  the  late  David  Moore ^  and 
wiibin  the  limits  of  the  city  of  BaUimore^  as  they  may  deem 
advisable.''  The  2nd  seaion  of  this  act  provides:  ^'That  if 
at  any  time  hereafter,  any  of  the  above  mentioned  streets,  lanes 
or  alleys  shall  be  further  opened  and  extended  beyond  the  limits 
of  the  said  estate,  and  any  part  or  parts  of  the  said  estate  shall 
be  taxed  for  such  opening  or  extension,  then  and  in  such  case, 
the  proprietor  or  proprietors  of  any  and  every  such  part  or  parts 
so  taxed,  shall  be  considered  as  entitled  to  one-half  of  the  bed 
of  the  street  immediately  in  front  of  such  part  or  parts,  and 
shall  be  entitled  to  damages  for  the  taking  of  the  same,  in  the 
same  manner  as  he,  she  or  they  might  do,  if  the  said  street 
were  then  to  be  first  opened  and  made  public." 

These  commissioners  opened  and  laid  out  Biddh  and  Or- 
chard streets,  within  the  limits  of  said  estate,  and  the  appellants 
purchased  lots  upon  them,  and  became  pK>prietors  of  a  part  of 
said  estate. 

Subsequently,  on  the  13th  of  March,  1847,  the  appellee,  the 
Mayor  and  City  Council  of  BaUimorey  in  pursuance  of  the 
powers  vested  in  them  by  the  act  of  1838,  ch.  226,  and  in  pur- 
suance  of  the  general  ordinance  of  the  15th  of  May,  1 846,  re- 
lating to  streets,  upon  the  application  of  one  Richard  Dorsey, 
passed  an  ordinance  to  extend  Orduxrd  street  from  Tessier  street 
10  Pennayluania  avenue.  This  extension  was  beyond  the 
limits  .of  said  Moore^s  estate.    The  street  commissioners,  in 
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execution  of  this  ordinance,  proceeded  to  assess  damages  and 
benefits,  and  made  their  return  thereof  to  the  register  of  the 
city.  These  assessments  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  chan- 
cellor. 

The  appellants  and  others,  considering  themselves  aggrieved 
by  these  proceedings,  on  the  21st  of  October,  appealed  to  Bal- 
timare  city  court,  according  to  the  act  of  Assembly,  providing 
for  such  appeal.  The  city  court  appointed  the  26th  of  Febru- 
ary, 1848,  for  hearing  this  appeal.  The  cause  was  then  post- 
poned, from  time  to  time,  until  the  13(h  of  July,  1848,  when 
the  appellants  filed  in  said  city  court  a  motion  to  quash  the 
proceedings  and  return  of  the  said  commissioners,  because,  by 
the  act  of  1837,  ch.  358,  said  commissioners  were  bound  to 
assess,  for  injuries,  the  lots  of  those  persons  on  Orchard  street, 
who  claim  under  the  representatives  of  DoLvid  Moore^  consti- 
tuting half  the  bed  of  said  street  above  Tessier  street,  which  is 
wholly  omitted;  and  on  the  same  day  said  court  passed  the  fol- 
lowing order:  ^'  The  commissioners  appointed  to  open  Orchard 
street  to  Pennsylvania  avenue,  not  having  complied  with  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  1837,  ch.  358,  in  the  assessment  of 
damages,  but  having  made  their  assessment  in  total  disregard 
of  said  act  of  Assembly,  the  court,  on  motion  of  the  appellants' 
counsel,  order  the  proceedings  to  be  quashed.'' 

On  the  13lh  of  September,  following,  the  Mayor  and  Ciiy 
Council  filed  a  petition  in  said  cause,  in  which,  after  calling 
the  attention  of  the  city  court  to  the  act  of  1838,  ch.  226,  and 
the  general  ordinance  of  the  15th  of  May,  1846,  the  9th  sec- 
tion of  which  ordinance  provides,  that  the  judges  of  said  city 
court  shall  not  reject  or  set  aside  the  record  of  proceedings  of 
the  street  commissioners,  for  any  defect  or  omission,  either  in 
form  or  substance,  but  shall  amend  or  supply  all  such  defects 
and  omissions,  and  increase  or  reduce  the  amount  of  damages 
and  benefits  assessed,  and  alter,  modify  and  correct  said  return 
in  all  or  any  of  its  parts,  as  they,  or  a  majority  of  them,  shall 
deem  just  and  proper,  and  to  the  fact  that  ihis  revisory 
power  of  the  city  court  has  been  fully  sustained  by  the  Court 
of  Appeals,  they  pray  that  a  day  may  be  fixed  for  hearing  the 
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appeal^  and  the  aacertainment^  by  a  jury/  of  damages  and  be- 
nefits. 

On  (be  18ih  of  September^  the  saidi  court  ordered  the  follow- 
ing opinion  to  be  filed:  <^l^he  city  commissioners,  appointed 
for  opening  Orchard  street^  have  confined  themselves,  in  their 
calculations,  only  to  the  part  of  the  street  extended  to  Penn- 
sylvania  avenue;  whereas,  by  the  act  of  Assembly,  1837,  cb. 
358,  it  was  their  duty  to  have  valued  the  property  on  that  part 
of  the  street  already  opened  by  special  commissioners,  making 
those  allowanees  for  the  beds  of  streets  as  directed  by  said  law. 
Their  valuation  will,  no  doubt,  cause  some  alterations  to  be 
made  in  the  valuation  returned  for  the  extended  part  under  the 
ordinance,  and  of  course  will  require  a  revision  of  the  whole. 
The  court  would,  if  they  had  the  power,  order  the  coromis- 
sioners  to  review  and  amend  their  [voceedings,  so  that  the  whole 
case  should  come  before  the  court  on  the  appeal,  but  as  the 
city  council  have  prescribed  a  different  mode  of  proceeding, 
authorising  the  court,  only  at  their  discretion,  to  empannel  a 
jury  for  the  decision  of  any  facts  omitted  to  be  considered  by 
the  commissioneis,  and  generally  to  review  and  report  the  whole 
case,  have  ordered,  and  hereby  order  the  clerk  of  the  couit  to 
issue  a  venire  for  a  jury  in  said  case,  forthwith."  And  on  the 
20th  of  the  same  month,  passed  the  following  order:  ^'The 
court  being  full,  reconsider  and  rescind  the  order  made  on  the 
13th  day  of  July,  1848,  to  quash  the  proceedings  in  the  Or- 
diard  street  appeals,  and  now  order  and  direct  that  a  venire 

issue  in  said  case,  returnable  on  the  — —  day  of next, 

at  10  o'clock,  A.  M.,  to  hear  and  determine  on  said  appeals." 
And  on  the  same  day  an  entry  of  an  appeal  was  made  in  the 
case  by  the  appellants. 

On  the  6th  of  October  following,  the  Mayor  and  Oiiy  Ooun- 
cU  filed  another  petition,  averring  that  the  judgment.of  the  city 
court,  in  the  premises,  is  final  and  conclusive,  and  that  the  pro- 
ceedings should  not  be  delayed  by  the  entry  of  the  said  appeal. 
This  petition  also  calls  the  attention  of  the  court  to  the  fact, 
that  no  day  had  been  aj^intcd  by  them  for  the  return  of  the 
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venirey  and  prays  that  an  early  day  be  fixed  for  the  return 
.  thereof. 

On  the  7th  of  November^  the  venire  was  issued,  and  made 
returnable  the  next  day,  when  the  jury  thereby  summoned, 
was  duly  sworn,  as  a  jury  of  inquest  for  the  trial  of  said  appeal ; 
and  on  the  28(h  of  November,  they  rendered  their  inquisition, 
assessing  damages  to  certain  peraons  named,  amounting  to 
$3,829.18,  and  expenses  to  the  amount  of  $435.74,  and  bene- 
fits to  be  paid  by  certain  persons  named,  among  whom  are  the 
appellants,  to  the  amount  of  $3,835.92,  and  sale  of  materials 
amounting  to  $429.  On  the  same  day  the  appellants  made 
objection  to  the  receipt  of  the  aforesaid  inquisition,  but  assigned 
no  reasons;  and  on  the  11th  of  December,  the  court  passed  an 
Older  approving  and  confirming  this  inquisition < 

The  register  being  about  to  proceed  to  collect  the  benefits 
assessed  by  these  proceedings,  the  appellants,  as  proprietors  of 
parts  of  the  estate  of  said  David  Moore,  filed  their  bill  on  the 
27th  of  December,  1848,  praying  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  said  Mayor  and  City  Council  from  proceeding  to  collect 
the  said  sums  assessed  upon  them,  and  for  general  relief.  And 
on  the  same  day  the  chancellor  (Johnson,)  ordered  the  writ 
of  injunction  to  issue,  as  prayed. 

The  allegations  of  the  bill,  and  of  the  answers  thereto,  are 
fully  stated  in  the  following  opinion  of  the  chancellor,  delivered 
on  passing  the  order  dissolving  the  injunction: 

'^The  prayer  of  the  bill  in  this  case  does  not  seek,  nor  did 
the  injunction  granted  by  this  court  prohibit  the  defendants 
from  proceeding  to  open  and  extend  the  street  in  question, 
though  it  may  be  that  the  interdiction  to  collect  the  sums  as- 
sessed upon  the  complainants,  and  others  similarly  situated, 
might  have  the  effect  to  delay  it.  v. 

^  <^  Upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  bill,  the  chancellor  thought 

this  court  had  jurisdiction  to  prevent  the  asseition  of  the  right 
claimed  for  the  Mayor  and  City  Council  of  Baltimore^  and 
ought  to  exercise  its  power,  because  the  assertion  of  that  right 
would  be  productive  of  irreparable  damage  to  the  complainants. 
If  the  provisions  of  the  2nd  section  of  the  act  of  1837,  ch. 
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358,  were  totally  disregarded  by  the  jufy,  in  estimating  the 
sums  to  be  paid  by  the  proprietors  of  the  estate  of  David 
Moorcy  then  it  seemed  very  clear  that  a  wrong  woald  be  in- 
flicted upon  the  complainants,  for  which,  without  the  interpo- 
sition of  this  court,  there  could  be  no  redress. 

'^  It  is  not  easy  to  deflne,  with  accuracy,  the  powers  and 
duties  of  this  court,  and  any  attempt  to  do  so,  has  been  said, 
by  a  learned  judge,  to  be  perilous  and  unsatisfactory;  but  the 
general  enumeraiion  of  these  powers  and  duties,  as  given  by 
Lord  Recksdaky  and  which  will  be  found  in  MitforcTs  Eq. 
PL^  by  Jeremy  J  111,  112,  is  considered,  by  Mr.  Justice  Story  ^ 
as  perfect  as  the  nature  of  the  undertaking  will  adroit  of.  In 
that  enumeration  it  is  said,  among  other  things,  that  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  'when  it  assumes  a  power  of  decision,  is 
to  be  exercised  where  the  courts  of  ordinary  jurisdiction  are 
inadequate  instruments  of  justice.'  'To  restrain  the  assertion 
of  doubtful  rights  in  a  manner  productive  of  irreparable  damage, 
and  to  prevent  injury  to  a  third  person,  by  the  doubtful  title  of 
others.'  It  appeared  to  me  that  the  right  and  duty  of  this 
court  to  interfere  in  this  case,  was  vindicated  by  these  princi- 
ples. The  legislature,  by  the  act  referred  to,  bad  declared,  in 
explicit  terms,  that,  in  a  certain  event,  the  proprietors  of  the 
estate  of  the  late  David  Moore ,  should  be  entitled  to  damages 
for  one-half  of  the  bed  of  the  street  or  streets  which  should  be 
opened  through  their  property;  and  the  bill  alleged,  that  though 
the  event  had  happened,  and  the  burden  referred  to  had  been 
imposed  upon  them,  the  compensatory  advantage  had  been 
denied  them.  The  allegation  of  the  bill  is, '  that  the  commis- 
sioners for  opening  streets,  though  notified  of  the  act  of  Assem- 
bly, did  not  award  the  proprietors  any  damages  for  taking  one- 
half  of  the  bed  of  the  street  immediately  in  front  of  them,  as 
directed  and  enjoined  by  the  said  law,  and  that  upon  appeal 
by  them  from  the  act  of  the  commissioners,  and  after  the  Bal- 
timore city  court  had  quashed  their  return,  and  submitted  the 
question  to  a  jury,  the  jury  so  ordered  by  the  court,  made  no 
assessment  of  damages  to  the  owners  of  the  property,'  &c.,  and 
that  this  finding  of  the  jury  was  confirmed  by  the  court.     The 
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alkgation,  therefore ,  in  effect^  was^  that  the  complainants  had 
been,  by  the  commiasioners  and  the  jury,  altogether  and  abso- 
lutely denied  the  rights  conferred  upon  and  vested  in  them  by 
the  legislature;  and  this,  it  appeared  to  me,  was  not  only  as- 
serting against  these  complainants  a  doubtful  title  in  another, 
productive  of  irreparable  mischief,  but  would  be  permitting  the 
power  of  the  city  court  to  be  wielded  as  an  instrument  of  in- 
justice. 

^^  It  was  not  intended  to  assume  for  this  court  the  right  to  in- 
terfere to  arrest  the  proceedings  or  the  judgment  of  BaUimore 
city  court,  upon  the  ground  of  legal  error.  This  court  has  no 
supervisory  power  over  courts  of  law.  If  they  err,  the  remedy 
is  by  way  of  appeal,  and  if  there  is  no  appeal,  the  parties  must 
submit.  To  maintain  the  right  of  this  court  to  examine  and 
correct  the  errors  of  BaUinwre  city  court,  would,  as  was  said 
by  the  Court  of  Appeals,  in  the  case  of  the  Methodist  Protes- 
tant Churc/i  vs.  The  Mayor  and  City  Council  of  Baltimorey 
6  Gillf  391,  <,be ^claiming  for  it  appellate  authority,  where  it  is 
wholly  incompetent  to  administer  justice,  and  render  full  and 
adequate  relief  to  all  concerned.'  This  court  claims  no  such 
power,  and  never  interferes,  as  was  said  by  the  court,  in  the 
same  case,  'unless  prompted  by  conscience,  to  prevent  wrong 
and  injustice,  but  leaves  the  party,  complainant,  to  his  remedy 
at  law.'  Mere  error  in  a  court  of  law,  in  the  estimation  of  this 
court,  furnishes  no  ground  for  its  interposition.  There  must 
be  something  else;  some  inequitable  advantage  taken,  which 
would  render  it  unconscientious  in  the  party  obtaining  it,  to 
enforce  the  judgment,  and  'of  which  the  party  seeking  the  aid 
of  equity  could  not  have  availed  himself  at  law,  or  was  pre- 
vented from  doing  so  by  fraud  or  accident,  or  the  act  of  the 
opposite  party,  unmixed  with  any  fraud  or  negligence  on  his 
part. '  GoU  and  Wilson,  vs.  Carr,  6  6?.  4*  /. ,  309.  The  biU 
in  this  case  charges,  that  the  jury  made  no  assessment  of  dam- 
ages to  the  owners  of  the  property,  as  required  by  the  act  of 
1837,  and  as  the  language  of  the  act  was  explicit,  that  such 
allowance  should  be  made  in  the  event  which  has  happened, 
it  seemed  to  me  that  it  would  be  against  conscience,  to  suffer 


440  CASES  IN  THE  COURT  OF  APPEALS 


Richardson,  et  aL,  va.  Mayor  and  City  Council  of  Baltiroors. — 1849. 

their  award  to  be  enforced.  The  power  of  this  court  was  not 
exerted  because  the  city  courts  after  quashing  the  return  of  the 
commissioners^  had^  as  was  alleged,  after  the  term,  opened 
their  judgment,  and  ordered  a  jury  to  rectify  their  errors.  That, 
if  an  error  on  the  part  of  city  court,  was  a  legal  error  which 
this  court  has  no  right  to  supervise  and  rectify,  because  in  doing 
so,  the  powers  of  an  appellate  tribunal  would  be  usurped,  which 
this  court  disclaims. 

^^  Supposing  the  case  made  by  the  bill,  was  a  proper  one  for 
the  interference  of  this  court  by  injunction,  it  remains  to  be 
seen^  whether,  as  the  case  now  stands,  upon  the  answer  and 
the  accompanying  exhibits,  it  should  be  continued. 

^^  If  it  appears  that  the  rights  of  the  complainants,  founded 
upon  the  act  of  Assembly,  were  considered  by  the  jury,  it 
would  not  be  in  accordance  with  the  principles  which  have  been 
stated  as  governing  this  court,  to  disturb  or  obstruct  the  execu- 
tion of  the  decision  to  which  they  have  come.  The  bill  ex- 
pressly alleges,  that  the  jury  made  no  assessment  of  damages 
to  the  owners  of  the  property  in  question.  This  the  answer 
denies,  and  avers,  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Assembly, 
under  which  the  damages  are  claimed,  were  specially  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  jury,  and  fully  discussed,  and  deliberately 
considered  by  them.  And  the  record  of  tlie  proceedings  in 
the  city  court,  shows  that  the  return  of  the  commissioners  was 
quashed  by  that  court,  upon  the  express  ground  that  they  had 
not  complied  with  the  provisions  of  the  law.  The  language  of 
the  court  being,  that  '  the  commissioners  appointed  to  open 
Orchaj'd  street  to  Pennsylvania  avenue,  not  having  complied 
with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1837,  ch.  358,  in  the  assess- 
ment of  damages,  but  having  made  their  assessment  in  total 
disregard  of  said  act  of  Assembly,  the  court,  on  motion  of  the 
appellants'  counsel,  order  the  proceedings  to  be  quashed.'  This 
order  was  passed  on  the  13th  of  July,  1848,  and  in  September 
of  the  same  year,  the  Mayor  and  City  Council  of  Baltimore 
filed  their  petition  in  the  cause^  in  which,  after  setting  out  the 
proceedings  which  had  taken  place  up  to  that  time,  and  after 
referring  the  court  to  the  provisions  of  the  ordinance  of  the  city. 
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of  the  15th  of  May,  1846,  No.  59,  and  to  the  9lh  secfion  there- 
of, by  which  it  was  declared,  that  the  judges  of  the  city  court 
should  not  set  aside  or  reject  the  proceedings  of  the  street  com- 
missioners, for  form  or  substance,  but  should  amend  or  supply 
all  such  defects  and  omissions,  and  increase  or  reduce  the 
amount  of  damages  and  benefits  assessed,  and  alter  and  modify 
and  correct  the  said  return  of  proceedings  as  the  judges,  or  a 
majority  of  them,  should  deem  just  and  proper;  they  pray  that 
a  day  may  be  fixed  for  hearing  the  appeal,  and  the  ascertain- 
ment by  a  jury  of  damages  and  benefits. 

*'  Upon  this  petition,  the  court,  at  the  same  term,  pronounced 
its  judgment,  in  which  it  declares,  that  the  commissioners  ap- 
pointed for  opening  Orchard  street,  (by  ordinance  No.  9  of 
1847,)  having  confined  themselves  in  their  calculations  only  to 
the  part  of  the  street  extended  to  Pennsylvania  avenue,  where- 
as, by  the  act  of  1837,  ch.  358,  it  was  their  duty  to  value  the 
property  on  that  part  of  the  street  already  opened  by  special 
commissioners,  making  the  allowances  for  the  beds  of  streets 
as  directed  by  said  law,  and  then,  after  declaring  that  altera- 
tions would  have  to  be  made  in  the  valuations  returned,  which 
would  require  a  revision  of  the  whole,  they  direct  a  venire  to 
issue  for  a  jury,  as  the  only  mode  left  to  them  by  the  ordinance 
of  the  city,  referred  to  in  the  petition.  The  venire  issued 
accordingly,  and  the  jury,  on  the  8th  of  November  of  the  same 
year,  formed  a  verdict,  in  and  by  which  certain  persons  were 
allowed  damages,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  the  sum  of 
$3,829.18,  and  that  the  expenses  were  $435.74;  and  that 
certain  other  persons,  among  whom  are  the  complainants, 
should  pay  certain  sums  for  benefits  estimated  by  the  jury,  to 
result  to  them  from  opening  and  extending  the  street.  These 
sums  amount  in  the  whole  to  $3,835.02,  which  sum,  added  lo 
the  amount  for  which  the  materials  sold,  being  $429,  made 
the  aggregate  equal  to  the  sum  of  the  damages. 

•^  That  this  court  is  not  at  liberty  to  supervise  and  examine 

the  proceedings  and  judgment  of  the  city  court  with  respect  to 

these  averments,  has  been  expressly  abjudicated  by  ihe  Court 

of  Appeals,  in  the  case  of  Alexander  and  Wilson,  against  The 

56        V.8 
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Mayor  and  City  Council  of  BaUimare^  5  Qillj  383,  and  in 
the  same  case  it  was  likewise  decided,  that  the  act  of  1838,  ch. 
226,  and  the  ordinance  of  the  city,  passed  in  pursuance  thereof , 
and  by  which  the  city  court  was  governed,  is  a  valid  exercise 
of  legislative  power.  The  return  of  the  commissioners  to  open 
the  street  under  the  ordinance  No.  9  of  1 847,  was,  we  have 
seen,  set  aside,  upon  the  express  ground  that  they  had  disre- 
garded the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1837,  ch.  358,  and  the  case 
was  sent  to  a  jury,  that  the  proper  correction  might  be  effected 
and  allowances  made  for  the  beds  of  the  streets,  previously 
opened  by  the  special  commissioners  under  that  act,  and  it  is 
therefore  not  to  be  presumed,  that  in  the  consideration  of  the  case 
by  the  jury,  the  same  error  was  committed.  On  the  contrary, 
the  presumption  is  strong,  not  to  say  irresistible,  that  the  jury 
did  make  the  proper  estimate  and  allowance,  and  that  the  dam- 
ages to  which,  in  their  judgment,  the  owners  of  Mooters  pro- 
perty were  entitled  under  the  act  for  the  bed  of  the  street,  were 
deducted  from  benefits  which  they  believed  these  owners  would 
derive  from  its  extension.  This  presumption  is  strengthened 
by  the  fact,  that  a  reduction  was  made  by  the  jury  from  the 
amount  of  benefits  estimated  by  the  commissioners. 
The  estimate  of  benefits  by  the  latter  was,  -  $4,001  10 
Whilst  the  jury  put  them  at^  ,        .        .      3^835  92 


Making  a  difference  of,  ...       $165  18 


''  It  may  be  that  this  estimate  is  erroneous,  but  over  the  judg- 
ment of  the  jury  in  this  respect,  as  is  perfectly  well  settled,  this 
court  has  no  control.  If  the  jury,  instead  of  deducting  the 
damages  from  the  benefits,  had  given,  in  separate  columns, 
the  amount  of  each,  it  would  certainly  have  been  more  satis- 
factory, but  their  omission  to  do  so  should  not,  I  think,  vitiate 
their  proceedings  after  their  verdict  has  been  affirmed  by  the 
court. 

^'  The  inquisition  was  found  on  the  28th  of  November,  1848, 
and  the  record  shows,  that  on  the  same  day,  objection  was 
made  on  the  part  of  some  of  the  proprietors  of  Moore's  property 
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to  its  receipt  by  the  court,  but  the  ground  of  the  objectioo  is 
not  stated ;  and  on  the  2nd  of  the  then  ensuing  month  of  De- 
cember, the  verdict  of  the  jury  was  confirmed  by  the  court, 
and  the  inquisition,  subsequently  under  the  order  of  the  court, 
returned  to  the  register  of  the  city  of  BaUimorey  in  conformity 
with  the  ordinance.  Under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
as  disclosed  by  the  proceedings  now  before  the  court,  it  is,  I 
ihink,  impossible  to  say  that  the  complainants  have  not  had 
tlie  benefit  of  the  act  of  1837,  ch.  358,  and  have  not  substan- 
tially received  such  damages  as  the  proper  tribunal  thought 
them  entitled  to  under  the  law,  and  in  this  connection  it  is 
worthy  of  remark,  that  though  the  bill  alleges  that  the  jury 
made  no  assessment  of  damages  to  the  owner  of  the  estate  of 
Moore,  for  one-half  the  beds  of  the  streets,  as  provided  by  the 
act,  it  does  not  allege  that  the  act  itself  was  brought  to  the  no- 
tice of  the  jury,  and  that  though  notified,  they  made  no  award 
of  damages,  as  had  been  alleged  with  regard  to  the  street  com- 
missioners. The  presumption  is  moi^t  powerful,  that  the  jury 
were  required  to  consider  this  act,  and  to  give  such  damages  to 
the  complainants  as  they  might  think  them  entitled  to,  and 
though  the  inquisition  might  have  been  in  a  form  which  would 
have.shown  this  more  satisfactorily,  I  do  not,  on  that  account, 
conceive  that  I  have  a  right  to  forbid  its  execution  by  injunc- 
;  tion. 

'^  It  was  urged  in  the  argument,  that  the  legislature,  by  the 
act  of  1838,  ch.  226,  and  the  corporation  of  Baltimore  city, 
by  their  ordinance  passed  in  pursuance  thereof,  could  not  take 
from  the  owners  of  Moore^s  property  rights  vested  in  them  by 
the  act  of  1837,  and  this  is  a  proposition  which,  it  is  supposed, 
will  not  be  disputed;  but  the  act  and  ordinance  in  question 
here  had  no  such  effect.  The  legislature,  by  the  act  of  1838, 
vested  certain  powers  in  the  corporation  of  Baliimore  in  rela- 
tion to  streets,  and  the  ordinance  provides  a  mode  for  executing 
those  powers>  and  both  act  and  ordinance  have  received  the 
sanction  of  the  Court  of  Appeals.  The  mode  pointed  out  for 
owning  streets  has  been  pursued,  not  as  has  been  said  in  dero- 
gation of  the  rights  of  the  complainants  under  the  act  of  1837, 
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but  in  subordioation  to  them.  So  far  from  suppoBing  that  aoy 
rightB  vested  in  the  complainants  were  taken  away  by  the  act 
of  1838^  and  the  ordinance  of  the  city,  we  have  seen  that  the- 
city  court  set  aside  the  return  of  the  commissioners^  upon  the. 
express  ground  that  they  had  disregarded  those  rights  and  sent 
the  case  to  a  jury ,  for  the  very  purpose  of  giving  the  complain- 
ants the  compensation  whicb^  under  the  law  of  1837^  they 
were  entitled  to,  and  although  the  jury  may  have  erred  in 
their  estimate  of  the  value  of  those  rights,  and  may  not,  by  the 
form  of  their  verdict^  have  stated  in  the  most  distinct  manner 
the  amount  of  the  compensation  which  they  did  alloW^  these 
are  subjects  over  which  this  court  can  exercise  no  control. 
Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  the  injunction  should  be 
dissolved. 

From  the  order  dissolving  the  injunction,  the  complainants 
appealed. 

The  cause  was  aigued  before  Dorbey,  C.  J.,  Chambers^ 
Magrud^ir,  and  Frick,  J. 

Pratt,  for  the  appellants,  argued  : 

let.  That  the  appellants,  as  proprietors  of  parts  of  David 
Mooters  estate^  lying  upon  Orchard  street,  opened  by  the 
commissioners  named  in  the  act  of  1837,  ch.  368^  were  taxed 
for  the  extension  of  said  street  beyond  the  limits  of  Moore^s 
estate,  and  were,  consequently,  entitled,  by  the  express  provi- 
sions of  the  act  of  1837,  to  be  considered  as  entitled  to  one^half 
of  the  bed  of  the  street  immediately  in  front  of  the  pari  so 
owned  by  them>  and  were  entitled  to  '^  damages  for  the  taking 
of  the  same." 

2nd.  That  by  the  inquisition  of  the  jury,  which  was  ratified 
by  BaUimore  city  court^  no  such  damage  was  allowed  to  tbcr 
appellants. 

3id.  That  the  proceedings  under  which  fidXi  street  was  ex- 
tended; were  upon  appeal  quashed  by  BaUimore  city  courts  at 
May  term,  1848^  and  that  the  recision  of  that  order,  at  a  mh- 
iequeni  term  of  the  courts  was  illegal. 
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4tb.  That  for  th«  manifest  violation  of  their  rights^  secured 
by  the  act  of  1837,  ch.  358,  by  means  of  the  illegal  recision  of 
the  order  of  May  term^  1848,  the  appellants  have  no  remedy 
except  in  chancery;  that  the  injunction  was  properly  granted 
upon  the  case  stated  in  the  bill,  and  was  improperly  dissolved 
at  the  hearing. 

Press'i'man,  for  the  appellee^  contended  : 

1st.  That  the  damages  granted  to  the  appellants  by  the  act 
of  1837,  were  considered  by  jury  and  allowed  by  them  in  their 
inquisition. 

2nd.  That  Baltimore  city  court  committed  no  error  in  re- 
scinding their  order  granting  the  return  of  the  street  commis- 
sioners; and^' 

3rd.  If  such  error  was  committed  by  said  city  court,  it  is  a 
mere  legal  error^  which  the  court  of  chancery  has  no  power  or 
authority  to  correct. 

By  the  Court — 

order  affirmed,  with  costs. 


Richard  Laht  and  John  Counselman,  vs.  Nathan  Hol- 
land, Adm'r  of  Solomon  Holland^  use  of  Reuben 
Summers. — Richard  Smith,  surviv&r  of  Solomon  Hol- 
LAND;  vs.  Richard  Lahy  and  John  Counselman. — 
Richard  Smith^  survivor  of  Solomon  Holland,  vs. 
Samuel  Counselman.. — December,  1849. 

The  appellants  entered  into  an  agreement,  under  aeal,  reciting  that  they  •*  had 
rented  of  A  8,  and  S  H,  trustee  of  il  M  W,  for  one  year,  a. mill,  for  which 
they  were  to  pay  one  hundred  and  fifly  dollars  to  R  £1,  and  one  hundred  and 
fifty  dollars  to  S  H,  trustee  as  aforesaid,  or  such  other  trustee  of  il  Jtf  TT,  as 
may  be  lawfully  appointed,  said  sums  to  be  paid  in  quarterly  payments,  re- 
coverable by  distress  or  otherwise,  by  said  R  S  and  S  H,  or  person  authorised 
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to  receive,  jointly  or  separatolj,  ub  to  either  of  them  may  be  oonfenieirt.'' 
On  the  5th  of  Febraary,  1839,  S  H  brought  an  action  of  corenant  for  the 
non-payment  to  him  of  the  9150.  The  appelfantB  pleaded,  that  on  the  IbC 
of  January,  1839,  S  H  bad  resigned  biit  tmsteeship  ofAM  Vr,and  another 
trustee  had  been  lawfully  appointed  in  his  place.  Upon  demurrer  to  thie 
plea,  Uelit: 

That  the  appellants  cannot  object  that  S  H  has  lost  his  character  as  trostee. 
Whether  trustee  or  not,  does  not  affect  his  right  to  sue  under  the  agreement 
to  which  be  is  the  legal  party.  The  debt  accrued  to  S  H  in  his  lifetime, 
and  before  the  appointment  of  another  trustee,  and,  df  coarse,  sartiTod  to 
his  administrator. 

Where  a  covenant  is  by  deed  poll,  one  not  named  in  it,  cannot  recover  on  it. 

Two  tenants  in  common,  may  make  a  lease,  reserving  portions  of  the  rent  te 
each,  and  may  sever  in  their  attions. 

Where  the  covemant  is  to  sereral,  for  the  perfornlance  of  several  duties  to 
each,  there  the  covenant  shall  be  moulded  according  ttf  the  several  ioterasls 
of  the  parties,  and  each  shall  only  recover  so  far  as  his  own  interest  ei' 
tends. 

In  this  agreement  there  is  no  joint  legal  interest  in  the  covenantees,  and 
each  may  maintain  separate  actions  for  the  Recovery  of  his  portion  of  the 
rent. 

If  the  covenantees  have  several  interests,  and  the  covenant  be  made  with  the 
covenantees,  et  ewn  quolibet  eorum,  these  words  make  the  covenants  eeve- 
ral,  in  respect  to  their  several  interests. 

The  covenant  being  several  to  each  of  the  covenantees,  R  S  cannot  sae  for 
the  whole,  as  survivor  of  iS  Jf,  neither  can  he,  as  such  survivor,  recover 
the  whole  sum  against  a  party  who  agrees  to  become  security  that  the  eove. 
nan  tors  will  perform  all  that  is  required  of  them  by  said  agreement 

Appeals  from  Montgomery  county  court. 

The  first  of  these  cases.  No.  18,  was  an  action  of  covenant j 
originally  instituted  by  Solomon  Holland j  against  the  appellants, 
on  the  agreement  below.  Solomon  dying  before  the  pleadings 
were  completed,  the  appellee,  Nathan  Holland,  as  his  admin- 
istrator, appeared  to  the  suit,  which  was  continued  in  his  name, 
for  the  use  of  Reuben  Summers. 

''We  have  rented,  for  one  year,  commencing  on  the  16th 
day  of  the  present  month,  and  to  end  on  the  16th  day  of  Au- 
gust, 1831,  of  Richard  Smith  and  Solomon  Hottand,  trustee 
of  Anna  Maria  Wilson,  the  mill,  in  Montgomery  county, 
Maryland^  known  by  the  name  of  *  Cabin  John  Mill,*  for 
which  we  are  to  pay  $150  to  Richard  Smith,  and  $150  to 
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Salomon  Holland ^  trustee  as  aforesaid^  or  to  such  other  trustee 
of  Anna  M.  Wilson  as  may  be  lawfully  appointed,  and  the 
said  sums  shall  be  paid  in  fourth  parts^  or  quarterly  payments^ 
recoverable  by  distress  or  otherwise,  by  said  Smiih  and  Holland j 
or  person  authorised  to  receive ,  jointly  or  separately,  as  to  either 
of  them  may  be  convenient.  We  are,  at  our  own  expense,  to 
make  all  such  repairs  to  said  mill  and  the  machinery  belong- 
to  it,  as  are  now  necessary  to  put  it  into  complete  order  for  use, 
and  also  to  repair  the  dam  of  said  mill,  clear  out  and  put  in 
good  order  the  race,  tail  race,  and  forebay  of  said  mill,  and  if, 
after  such  repairs  are  made,  the  dam  shall  al  any  time,  without 
the  negligence  of  us,  require  repairs  which  will  cost  more  than 
$6,  the  same  is  to  be  done  at  the  cost  of  said  Smiih  and  Hol- 
kmdy  or  those  they  represent,  and,  at  the  expiration  of  our  term, 
the  mill  is  to  be  delivered  up  in  as  good  repair  as  we  are,  by 
this  agreement,  required  now  to  put  it  in,  and  each  of  us  is 
bound  for  the  full  performance  of  the  engagement  hereby  en- 
tered into  by  us.  Witness  our  hands  and  seals,  this  lOth  day 
of  August,  1830.  Richard  Lahy,       (Seal.) 

John  Covnselman,  (Seal.) 

Witness — Gassaway  Perry." 

The  pleadings  in  the  case  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Chambers^  Spence,  Magru- 
DER,  and  Frick,  J. 

Richard  J.  Bowie,  for  the  appellants,  contended,  that  the 
judgment  below  should  be  reversed: 

1st.  Because  the  right  of  action  was  not  in  Solomon  Holland 
individually,  but  in  Solomon  Holland  as  trustee,  or  such  other 
trustee  of  A.  M.  Wilson  as  should  be  lawfully  appointed;  and 
the  plea  that  Solomon  Holland  bad,  before  the  institution  of 
the  suit,  viz:  on  the  1st  of  January,  1839,  ceased  to  be  trustee, 
etc.,  being  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  was  a  good  plea  in  bar, 
and  should  have  been  sustained. 

2nd.  That  the  interest  of  the  covenantees  being  joint,  the 
suit  should  have  been  brought  in  the  names  of  Richard  Smith 
and  Revben  Summers ^  trustee  of  Anna  M.  Wilson. 
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The  first  point,  the  appellants  think;  is  established  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract.  The  stipulation  waa  not  to  pay  to  Solo- 
mon Holland  absolutely,  unqualiBedly,  but  to  Solomon  Hol- 
land, trustee  o(  A.  M.  Wilson,  or  such  other  trustee  of  A.  M. 
Wilson  as  may  be  lawfully  appointed.  Another  trustee  having 
been  lawfully  appointed,  non-payment  to  Solomon  Holland 
was  no  breach  of  the  contract. 

On  the  second  point,  the  appellants  cite  as  follows:  *^  It  is 
a  well  settled  principle,  that  covenants  shall  not  be  construed 
to  be  joint  or  several,  from  the  particular  language  in  which 
they  may  be  conceived,  but  shall  be  moulded  and  measured 
according  to  the  mterests  of  the  covenantees. "  Piatt  on  Ckw., 
123.  3  Law  Lib.  ^'  If  the  interests  of  the  parties  be  several, 
although  the  words  of  the  covenant  itself  be  joint,  yet  the 
covenant  shall  be  taken  to  be  several;  and  where  the  interest 
is  joint,  the  action  itself  must  be  joint,  though  the  covenant,  in 
terms,  be  joint  and  several.'*  Slater  vs.  Magrawy  12  O,  4* 
/. ,  2T0.     Piatt  on  Cov. ,  1 27. 

The  subject  matter  of  the  contract  in  this  case,  is  a  mill  held 
by  the  lessors.  Smith  and  Holland ,  trustee,  jointly,  and  rented 
jointly  by  the  lessees,  Lahy  and  Oounselman,  out  of  which  the 
rent,  as  an  incident,  was  payable  jointly  to  the  lessors,  accord- 
ing to  their  respective  interests. 

The  interest  of  the  lessees  was  not  severed  .because  the  terms 
of  the  lease  gave  them  a  joint  or  several  remedy  for  the  rent; 
but  the  interest  being  joint,  still,  according  to  principles  above 
cited,  controlled  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  confined  the 
lessors  to  a  joint  action.  The  contract  is  an  entire  thing,  al- 
though it  contains  several  stipulations,  and  the  right  of  action 
must  be  joint  or  several,  it  is  assumed,  upon  the  whole  contract, 
and  cannot  be  joint  as  to  part  of  the  stipulations,  and  several 
as  to  others. 

The  lessees,  in  addition  to  the  covenant  to  pay,  also  covenant 
to  keep  in  repair.  It  cannot  be  supposed,  that  for  a  breach  of 
the  latter  covenant,  the  lessors  could  sue  separately,  yet  the  in- 
terest in  the  rent  is  not  more  separate  than  in  the  repairs.  The 
portion  of  each  lessor,  in  the  rent;  has  been  ascertained  by  the 
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Qontiact;  their  proportions  of  the  damages  for  not  repairing, 
woald  be  fixed  by  law.  If  (he  lemees  had  been  .evicted,  the 
loas  would  have  been  mutual  and  equal  as  (0  the  lessors.  Vide 
SDtUbcote  vs.  Hoarcy  3  Tauni,  87^  cited  in  Plait  on  Oov.^  127. 
3  Law  Lib. 

The  covenant  in  this  case  is  with  Smiih  and  HoUandy  trus- 
tee, '^or  such  other  trustee  of  A.  M,  WHsoUy  as  should  be 
lawfully  appointed;"  which  latter  words  are  nearly  the  same 
as  those  used  in  the  case  in  Taunton^  where  the  contract  was 
held  to  be  joint,  and  not  several.  Yidej  also,  Anderson  vs. 
Mariindalej  1  East.,  497. 

Frick,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  couit. 

Action  of  covenant  instituted  by  the  appellee  against  the  ap* 
pellanl. 

The  agreement  upon  which  this  action  is  brought,  is  set  forth 
in  the  declaration,  and  recites,  that  the  appellants  '^had  rented 
of  Richard  Smithy  and  Solomon  Holland,  trustee  of  Anna  M. 
WUsony  for  one  year,  a  mill  called  ^  Cabin  John  ilfttf,'  for 
which  they  were  to  pay  $150  to  Richard  Smith,  and  $150  to 
Sohnwn  Hottand,  trustee  of  Anna  M.  WHaon,  or  such  other 
trustee  of  A.  M.  Wilson  as  may  be  lawfully  appointed;  the 
said  sums  to  be  paid  in  fourth  parts,  in  quarterly  payments, 
recoverable  by  distress  or  otherwise,  by  said  Richard  Smith  and 
HoUandy  or  person  authorised  to  receive,  jointly  or  separately  ^ 
as  to  either  of  them  might  be  convenient."  The  breach  al- 
leged is,  that  the  appellants  had  not  paid  the  said  Sohmon 
HoUandy  in  bis  lifetime,  or  any  other  trustee  of  said  A.  M. 
Wilson,  the  said  sum  of  $150.  The  agreement  bears  date  the 
10th  of  August)  1830;  and  the  af^Uants  plead,  thai  after 
making  the  agreement  aforesaid,  on  the  1st  of  January,  1839, 
Solomon  Holland  resigned  the  trusteeship,  and  ceased  to  be. 
the  trustee  of  said  Anna  M.  Wilson,  and  that  a  certain  Reuben 
Summers,  was  lawfully  appointed  in  his  place,  and  is  still  in  full 
life  and  being,  and  that  his  authority  remains  unrevoked;  to 
which  the  appellants  demurred,  and  (he  judgment  upon  the 
57        v.8 
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demoner  being  in  faYor  of  Che  plaintiffs,  the  appellants  appealed 
to  this  coart. 

This  appeal  is  predicated  upon  the  proposition:  IsL  That 
fibbnum  HoUandy  on  the  1st  of  Janoary,  1839,  having  ceased 
Co  be  a  trustee,  and  being  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  is  a  good 
plea  in  bar,  and  should  have  been  sustained  by  the  court  be- 
low. The  action  was  instituted  on  the  5th  day  of  February, 
1839.  But  it  is  not  for  the  appellant  to  object,  that  Holland 
has  lost  his  character  as  trustee,  and  does  not  appear  on  Che 
record  assudi.  The  stipulation  is  to  pay  HoUandj  and  the 
application  of  the  fund  is  a  mauer  between  him  and  the  party 
be  repfesenUi,  and  on  whose  behalf  he  sues.  Whether  trustee 
or  not,  does  not  affect  his  right  to  sue  under  the  agreement  to 
which  he  is  the  legal  party,  if  the  appellants  have  had  the 
benefit  of  the  contract  with  him.  He  does  not  contract  yhr 
Anna  M.  WUmnij  and  she  is  in  nowise  responsible  for  the  per- 
fonnanoe  of  the  agreement.  If  he  fails  in  his  stipulation,  or 
the  appellants  are  disturbed  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  premises, 
the  remedy  is  not  against  her,  or  any  future  trustee  that  may 
be  appointed,  but  against  Sbttand  himself;  and  the  non-pay- 
in^[it  of  the  rent  reserved,  is  a  breach  of  the  contract  upon 
which  Holland  alone  can  sue,  while  payment  to  him,  absolves 
the  appellants  from  any  further  action,  either  on  the  part  of 
Anna  M.  WUsoUj  or  any  other  trustee  that  may  be  appointed. 
The  debt  or  demand,  moreover,  accrued  to  Holland  in  his  life* 
time.  The  rent  then  became  due,  and  before  the  appointment 
of  another  trustee.  Of  course  he  was  the  only  person  entided 
to  sue,  and  the  debt  survived  to  his  administiator.  Besides, 
the  covenant  is  by  deed  pt^,  and  is,  in  express  terms,  to  pay 
Sohnum  Holland,  and  one  not  named  in  it,  cannot  recover  on 
it.  1  Salkj  197.  And  the  intervention  of  the  subsequent  trus- 
tee, is  noticed  in  the  only  practicable  mode  in  which  he  coold 
claim  under  the  agreement,  by  the  entry  of  the  suit  to  his  use. 
2nd.  It  is  contended,  that  the  interest  of  the  covenantees  being 
joint,  the  action  should  have  been  brought  in  the  names  of 
Richard  Smith  and  Reuben  Summers,  trustee  of  Anna 
Wibon. 
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^ '  ■  ■  ■  ^^^^-^     ■ » 

Bat  the  reservation  in  the  agreement  is  express,  that  they 
may  claim  the  rent  '^ jointly  or  separately,  as  to  either  may  be 
convenient. ' '  It  does  not  appear,  from  the  agreement,  whether 
they  were  joint  tenants,  or  tenants  in  common.  But,  from 
this  reservation  of  a  separate  rent  to  each,  it  must  be  presumed 
they  were  tenants  in  common  of  the  property.  Two  tenants 
in  common  may  make  a  lease,  reserving  portions  of  the  rent  to 
each,  and  may  sever  in  their  actions.  6  L.  Lib.  y  68.  5  Bam. 
and  Aid.,  850. 

In  PbUi  on  Covenants,  123,  we  find  the  doctrine  as  laid 
down  by  the  counsel  for  appellants,  ''that  covenants  shall  not 
be  construed  to  be  joint  or  several,  from  the  particular  language 
in  which  they  may  be  conceived,  but  shall  be  measured  and 
moulded  according  to  the  interests  of  the  covenantees."  But 
be  adds,  on  the  same  page,  'Mhat  when  it  appears  that  every 
of  the  covenantees  hath,  or  is  to  have  a  several  interest  or  estate, 
then,  when  the  covenant  is  made  with  tlie  covenantees,  et  cum 
quolibet  eorumy  these  words  make  the  covenants  several  in  re- 
spect to  their  several  interests." 

There  is  no  question  that,  if  the  interest  and  cause  of  action 
be  joint,  the  covenant  is  to  be  so  construed  as  to  accord  with 
the  interest,  even  where  the  covenant  is  joint  and  several,  or 
several  only  in  the  terms  of  it.  Piatt,  127.  And  so  decided 
in  Southcote  vs.  Hoare,  3  Taunt.,  87.  There  the  covenant 
was  ''to  and  with  the  covenantees,  and  with  every  of  them." 
Ajdd  this  was  said,  by  Lord  Mansfield,  to  mean,  "with  every 
of  the  persons  entitled  jointly . "  B  ut  it  is  also  said ,  in  the  oame 
case,  "there  is  a  great  difference  between  covenants,  where  the 
parties  covenant  jointly  and  separately,  and  where  they  cove- 
nant toith  them,  and  every  of  ihem.^^ 

The  doctrine  more  particularly  applicable  to  this  case,  is  to 
be  found  in  1  East.,  497,  cited  by  the  counsel  for  both  parties 
here.  "  Where  the  covenant  is  to  several,  for  the  performance 
of  several  duties  to  each,  there  the  covenant  shall  be  moulded 
according  to  the  several  interests  of  the  parties,  and  each  shall 
only  recover  for  a  breach,  so  far  as  his  own  interest  extends." 
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The  covenant  in  the  case  in  1  Eiist.y  however^  waiB  decided 
to  be  a  joint  covenant^  being  < '  with  J .  ^  bis  executora,  adrninis- 
trators  and  assigns^  and  with  B,  and  her  assigns,  to  pay  an  an- 
nuity to  il«"  Hefe^  although  for  the  benefit  of  one,  yet  both 
have  a  legal  interest.  For,  upon  a  covenant  with  two  persons 
to  pay  a  sum  of  money  to  one  of  them,  they  take  a  joint  legal 
mterest,  and  must  sue  jointly  upon  the  covenant.  1  CkUty  on 
Plead,  f  3,  4,  margin. 

In  the  case  before  us,  there  m  no  joint  l^al  interest.  Ebd- 
land  has  no  interest  in  Smithes j  and  8miih  has  no  interest  in 
Holland^ s  portion  of  the  rent;  and  although  the  covenant  au- 
thmises  them  to  consider  it  a  joint  or  several  contract,  as  to 
either  may  be  convenient,  yet  it  has  erpressfy  s^paraied  their 
inieresis  by  making  one  sum  payable  to  Smith,  and  another  to 
Holland f  and  pronouncing  them,  in  this  view^  separate  cove- 
nants, IB  in  accordance  with  the  doctrine  maintained  in  the  au- 
thorities cited. 

We  subjoin  an  additional  authority  from  12  Wendedt,  166. 
^^  Where  a  covenant  is  with  two,  as  A.  and  B.y  and  each  of 
them  to  perform  twojieveral  acts,  one  for  the  benefit  of  A.,  and 
another  for  the  benefit  of  i3.,  a  separate  action  may  be  brought 
by  each  covenantee,  in  his  own  name." 

^UDCniENT  AFFIRMBD. 


The  two  other  cases,  Nos.  1 9  and  20,  were  actions  of  cove- 
nant. The  first  was  instituted  by  Richard  Smith,  as  surviving 
obligee  of  Solomcn  Holland,  upon  the  same  agreement  as  in 
the  preceding  case.  No.  18,  and  the  second  by  the  same  party, 
in  the  same  right,  against  Samuel  Oounselman,  upon  an  obli- 
gation recited  in  the  opinion  below,  endorsed  upon  the  said 
agreement. 

The  defendants,  (the  appellees  in  these  two  cases,  pleaded 
in  each  case: — Ist.  That  Solomon  Holland,  in  his  lifetime. 
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iDStitated  a  suit  against  defendants  on  the  same  cause  of  action; 
which  is  Btill  pending  and  undetermined.  2nd.  The  same 
plea  as  in  No.  18. 

To  these  pleas  the  plaintiff  demurred  generally^  but  the 
court  overruled  the  demurrer  and  entered  judgments  for  de- 
fendants.   The  plaintiff  appealed. 

John  a.  Carter^  for  the  appellant^  insisted^  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  in  both  these  cases  was  erroneous  and  ought 
to  be  reversed : 

Ist.  Because  Lahy  and  Qmnaehnan  covenanted  with  Smith 
and  HoUand  jointly;  and  although  by  the  terms  of  the  cove- 
nant;  ^^the  sum  of  $150  was  to  be  paid  to  Smithy  and  $150 
to  Holland,  trustee  of  Wibariy  or  such  other  trustee  of  Wilson 
as  might  be  lawfully  appointed,  and  made  recoverable  by  dis- 
tress or  otherwise,  by  Smith  and  HoUand,  or  person  authorised 
to  receive  jointly  or  separately;"  yet,  it  being  a  joint  covenant 
with  Smith  and  Holland,  Holland  could  not  sue  upon  it  sepa- 
rately, and  it  is  no  bar  to  an  action,  that  one  having  no  right 
to  sue,  has  instituted  a  suit  upon  the  same  cause  of  action. 

2nd.  If  the  covenant  of  Lahy  and  Counselman,  to  pay  $150 
to  Smith,  and  $150  to  HoUand,  trustee  of  Wilson,  or  such 
other  trustee  as  might  be  lawfully  appointed,  was  not  a  joint, 
but  a  seveitd  covenant,  upon  which  HoUand  could  recover 
separately;  yet,  the  covenant  of  Samuel  Counselman  to  be- 
come security,  ^'that  the  above  named  Richard  Lahy  and 
John  Counselman  will  perform  all  which  on  their  part  they 
are  required  to  perform,"  is  a  joint,  and  not  a  several  covenant 
to  Smith  and  Holland,  upon  which  a  joint  right  of  action 
accrued  to  them,  upon  the  failure  of  Laky  and  Counselman 
to  pay  the  several  sums  of  money  mentioned  in  the  covenant, 
for  a  breach  of  which  joint  covenant,  HoUand  could  not  sepa- 
rately recover.  12  G?.  ^  /.,  265.  1  East.,  49T.  12  Wen- 
deU,  166. 

A  covenant  made  with  B,  to  pay  several  sums  to  O,  B,  and 
O,  separately,  B  must  sue  alone.     Wright,  431. 

It  is  clear,  that  upon  a  covenant  with  two  persons  to  pay  a 
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sum  of  money  to  one  of  tbeno^  they  take  a  joint  legal  interest, 
and  must  jointly  sue  upon  the  covenant.  1  CSiitiy  on  PUacLj 
pp.  3  and  4,  in  margin. 

Where  the  covenant  is  joint  and  several  in  its  terms,  yet  if  if 
appear  that  the  interest  and  cause  of  action  are  joint,  the  actios 
must  be  joint,  as  if  one  covenants  to  do  an  act  for  the  benefit 
of  two,  and  binds  himself  to  them,  and  each  of  them,  for  per- 
formance^  the  action  must  be  joint,  though  these  last  wonb 
are  words  of  severalty.     Slingby^s  Casey  &  Co.y  18  b. 

It  is  conceded  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellees^  in  his  aigo- 
ment  filed  in  these  cases,  that  the  covenant  of  Lahy  and  Caun- 
selmauy  was  a  joint  and  not  a  several  covenant,  and  the  appel- 
lant insists  upon  the  benefit  of  the  concession^  together  with 
the  authorities  there  cited,  to  establish  that  as  a  settled  point 
in  the  cause. 

If  a  cause  of  action  accrued  jointly  to  Smith  and  Holland f 
during  the  lifetime  of  Holland^  it  would  require  a  stretch  of 
legal  ingenuity  to  sustain  the  position,  that  the  cause  of  action 
did  not  survive  to  Smith  after  the  death  of  Holland, 

When  one  or  more  of  several  obligees,  covenantees,  partneni, 
or  others,  having  a  joint  legal  interest  in  the  contract,  dies,  the 
action  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  survivor.  1  CMt, 
PL, p.  21. 

R.  J.  Bowie,  for  appellees. 

We  do  not  think  that  it  necessarily  follows^  because  the  con^ 
tract  was  joint  in  interest,  that  the  right  of  action  should  be  in 
Smithy  as  survivor  of  HoUandy  or  that  there  is  any  inconsist- 
ency  in  contending  that  both  series  of  actions  are  improperly 
brought. 

He  contends,  that  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  joint 
interest  was  in  Smith  yZnA  Holland  trustee,  or  ^^such  other 
trustee  as  should  be  lawfully  appointed."  Holland  did  not 
hold  in  ^^ propria Jur ey^^  hut  as  trustee  for  another,  and  the 
promise  to  pay  was  to  him,  ''or  such  other  trustee,"  which 
qualification  ran  throughout  the  contract;  as  soon  as  Holland 
ceased  to  be  trustee,  his  interest  ceased;  as  soon  as  another 


[ 


OP  MARYLAND.  455 


Lahy  and  Counaelman,  vs.  Holland,  Adni*r  — 1849. 

trnstee  was  appointed,  that  interest  was  transferred  to  him,  and 
the  right  of  action  to  that  trustee,  conjointly  with  Smiik. 

The  same  objection  therefore  applies  to  the  action  of  Smithy 
which  lies  to  that  of  Hollandy  that  is,  nonjoinder  of  a  person 
who,  on  the  face  of  the  contract,  should  have  been  joined. 
The  defendants  by  their  plea,  which  is  admitted  by  the  plain- 
tiff's demurrer,  show,  that  Hollandy  on  the  Ist  of  January, 
1839,  resigned  the  trusteeship,  and  that  Reuben  Summers  was 
lawfully  appointed  and  authorised  to  receive;  Summers  there- 
fore became,  by  the  terms  of  the  covenant,  co-obligee  of  Smithy 
and  should  have  been  united  with  him  in  the  action;  there  is 
no  survivorship  here,  both  obligees  are  in  being,  and  as  such 
should  sue. 

This  is  not  the  case  of  a  deed  ^^  inter  paries  y^^  where  the 
right  of  action  would  be  in  the  parties  to  the  deed,  though  the 
interest  be  in  another,  but  like  a  deed  poll,  in  which  case  the 
action  enures  to  the  party  interested.  Vide  Chitty  Plead.y 
4  Amer.  Ed.yp.  4,  in  margin.  But  if  the  court  should  hold 
the  instrument  to  be  ^^  inter  partes y^^  ^^the  trustee  lawfully 
appointed  and  authorised  to  receive,"  is,  in  the  judgment  of 
the  appellees'  counsel,  the  co-obligee  of  Smithy  and  should 
have  been  his  co-plaintiff. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  court  should  hold  the  right  of 
action  to  be  several  and  not  joint,  Smith  should  have  sued, 
individually,  for  the  non-payment  of  the  moiety  of  the  rent, 
and  not  as  survivor  for  the  non-payment  of  the  whole. 

Fbick,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

The  first  of  the  above  suits  is  an  action  brought  by  the  ap- 
pellant, upon  the  same  agreement  which  is  the  cause  of  action, 
and  declared  upon  in  No.  18,  (Lahy  and  Chunselman,  vs. 
Nathan  Holland,  Adm^r  of  Solomony)  and  the  plaintiff  claims 
as  the  survivor  of  Solomon  Hollandy  trustee  of  A,  M.  Wilson y 
to  recover  $300,  the  whole  amount  of  rent  reserved  in  the 
agreement  between  the  parties.  The  breach  set  out  in  the 
declaration  is  for  the  whole  sum,  and  is  the  sole  breach  alleged, 
and  the  inquiry  is  precluded  how  far  it  is  competent  for  the 
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appellant  to  recover  the  amount  of  $150,  expressly  reserved  to 
him  in  the  agreement.  He  sues  for  the  whole^  and  the  sole 
breach  alleged  is  for  the  whole,  on  the  ground  that  the  cove- 
nant being  joint,  by  the  death  of  HoUanviy  the  action  survived 
to  him.  We  have  already  decided  in  the  case  referred  to,  that 
the  covenant  of  the  appellees  is  several  to  each  of  tlie  covenan- 
tees, and  have  sustained  the  claim  of  HoUand^s  administrator 
to  bis  proportion  of  the  rent,  and  it  follows  that  the  action^  in 
its  present  form  by  the  appellant,  is  misconceived.  He  cannot 
recover  in  this  action  the  $150  payable  to  him,  because  he 
sues  as  survivor  for  the  whole,  and  be  cannot  recover  the 
whole,  because,  under  the  separate  covenant  with  him,  he  is 
not  entitled,  and  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be 
€iffir7ned. 

In  the  second  case*  the  appellee  is  sued  by  this  same  a{q>el- 
lant,  as  survivor  of  HoUandy  upon  the  following  obligation 
endorsed  upon  the  agreement:  <^  I  do  hereby  bind  myself  and 
become  security,  that  the  above  named  Richard  Laky  and 
John  Counselmatiy  will  perform  all  which  on  their  part  they 
are  required  to  perform  by  the  aforegoing  agreement.  Witness 
my  hand  and  seal.  S.  Counselman,      (Seal.)" 

What  they  are  required  to  perform,  is  to  pay  to  each  of  the 
covenantees  the  sum  of  $150.  The  declaration  and  the  breach 
alleged  being  in  the  same  terms  as  in  the  former  action,  and 
predicated  upon  the  basis  of  a  joint  contract,  and  the  whole 
sum  being  claimed  against  this  defendant  as  security,  it  follows 
that  this  action  is  also  misconceived,  and  the  judgment  below 
must  be  affirmed. 

JUDGMENTS  AFFIRMED. 
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Amos  Dorsey  vs,  William  Wuifpb. -^December y  1849. 

In  an  action  of  tlander,  if  the  words  stated  in  the  deeiaration  are  not  ac- 
tionable per  M,  objeottona  to  the  inaofficieiicy  df  the  declaration  may  be 
taken  advantage  of  by  motion  in  arrest  of  jadgment. 

Where  words  are  prima  f men  actionable,  no  prefatory  incluoement  is  required, 
bat  the  reverse  is  the  case  where  the  words  do  not  natnrally  and  per  et  con- 
Tey  the  meaning  the  plaintiff  would  giro  to  them,  or  if  reference  to  some 
extrinsic  matter  is  necessary,  in  order  to  their  elplanation. 

Saying  of  the  plaintiff,  '^Af  A  told  me«  during  the  time  his  was  managing  for 
Mr.  O,  he,  A,  missed  some  of  the  plough  irons  ih>m  a  plough,  and,  on  go. 
ing  to  plaintiff's  shop,  he  there  found  the  irons,  and  that  he  then  asked 
plaintiff  how  those  irons  came  into  his  shop?  and  ^aintiff  replied,  he 
knew  not,  but  requested  him,  ii,  to  say  nothing  about  it,  as  it  would  be  iii. 
jurious  to  his  character,*'  is  not  per  at  actionable. 

Saying  of  the  plaintifll  **  I  have  been  informed  that  some  gentleman  in  the 
neighborhood  of  plaintiff  had  missed  some  clevises  off  his  plodgha,  and 
went  to  plaintiff's  to  have  othera  made,  and  on  arriving  there,  found  his 
clevises  in  the  possession  of  plaintiff,  that  he  claimed  the  clevises,  and 
plaintiff  pretended  n6t  to  knbw  how  they  came  intt>  his  shop,  but  afterwards 
acknowledged  that  he  had  purchased  them  from  one  of  claimant's  negroes, 
and  begged  htm  to  say  nothing  about  it,  as  it  tl^odld  ruin  him,"  is  not  per 
ss  aotionablo. 

No  words  are  actionable  dnlesi  they  impute  a  crime  to  the  plaintiff,  which 
would  subject  him  to  punishment,  and  in  deciding  what  words  are  action- 
able, the  couti  have  sh^wn  no  wish  to  encouragis  litigation. 

if  words  are  not  actionable  in  theoilelves,  their  meaiiing  cannot  bo  eitended 
by  an  iniliteado  so  as  to  make  them  actionable. 

If  the  words  may  be  iindentiikxl  in  a  sense  not  criminal,  there  must  be  a  col- 
loquium in  the  {kirefatorjr  part  of  the  declaration,  to  show  the^  were  spoken 
'  in  a  criminal  sense, 

t'he  office  of  aa  innuendo  is  to  ojEplaiii  doubtfttl  words,  where  there  is  matter 
softeient  in  the  declaration  to  roatdiain  the  action ;  it  cannot  extend  tho 
sense  ef  the  words  beyond  their  own  raeanirig,  unless  something  be  pilt 
flipoA  the  record  for  it  to  explain. 

l*he  f  laintiff  huTing  proved  the  wbrds  charged,  airil  olher  words  showing 
malice,  the  defendant,  for  the  purpbee  of  justifying  such  other  words,  ^f' 
ierod,  irithout  objection,  proof  of  matters  impeaching  the  plaintiff's  ohar- 
aeter ;  wharaupoil  the  latter,  with  a  View  fo  rthtt  this  evidence  impeackimg 
AM  iM^gritft  ofiered  to  gilre  evidence  that  he  has  always  been  reputed, 
among  all  his  acqiiaintances,  as  a  man  of  integrity.  Held:  that  it  was 
error  to  admit  this  evidence. 

If  the  slander  be  not  jdstified,  the  law  presumes  the  character  of  the  plaintiff 
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to  be  good,  and  it  hat  be«n  recently  decided,  that  evidence  of  chnneter,  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  is  inadmissible,  whether  there  is  a  justification  or 
not. 

Appeal  from  Howard  District  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  slander  brought  by  (he  appellee  against 
the  appellant,  on  the  24th  of  August,  1846. 

The  plaintiff  declared,  with  the  usual  indticement  of  good 
character  and  innocence,  in  the^r^^  coun/,  that  in  a  certain 
discourse  which  the  defendant  had  in  the  presence  and  bearing 
of  George  W,  Waters,  and  of  divers  good  and  worthy  citizens 
of  this  State,  on  the  1st  of  July,  1846,  of  and  concerning  the 
said  plaintiff,  he  (defendant,)  then  and  there  falsely  and  mali- 
ciously said,  &c.,  these  false,  &c.,  words  following,  of  and  coo- 
cerning  the  said  plaintiff,  in  (he  presence  and  hearing  of  said 
Waters  and  those  citizens;  that  is  to  say,  ^^ Horatio  Keith  told 
me,  during  the  time  he  (meaning  the  said  Keith,)  was  manag- 
ing for  Mr.  Oliver,  that  he  (meaning  the  said  Keith,)  missed 
some  of  the  plough  irons  from  a  plough,  and  on  going  to  Mr. 
Whifips^  shop,  (meaning  a  blacksmith  shop  worked  by  the  said 
plaintiff,)  he  (meaning  the  said  Keith,)  there  found  the  irons, 
and  that  he  then  asked  Mr,  Whipps  (meaning  the  plaintiff,) 
how  those  irons  came  into  his  shop,  and  Whipps  replied^  he 
knew  not,  but  requested  him  (meaning  said  Keith,)  (o  say 
nothing*about  it,  as  it  would  be  injurious  to  his  character;  the 
said  defendant  thereby  meaning  that  the  said  plough  irons  had 
been  stolen  feloniously,  and  received  by  plaintiff,  knowing  them 
to  have  been  feloniously  stolen.'' 

In  the  second,  that  in  a  certain  other  discourse,  defendant 
said,  &c.,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  one  Worthington, 
and  others,  '^I  (meaning  the  defendant,)  have  been  informed, 
that  some  gentleman  in  the  neighborhood  of  Mr.  W/dpps, 
(meaning  the  plaintiff,)  had  missed  some  clevises  off  his  ploughs^ 
and  went  to  Whipps  to  have  others  made,  and,  on  arriving 
there,  found  his  clevises  in  the  possession  of  Mr.  Whipps, 
(meaning  the  plaintiff;)  that  he  (meaning  said  gentleman,) 
claimed  the  clevises,  and  Mr.  Whipps  (meaning  the  plaintiff,) 
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pretended  not  to  know  bow  they  (meaning  said  clevises^)  came 
into  bis  shop,  (meaning  a  blacksmith  shopwoiked  by  theplain- 
tiflTy)  but  afterwards  acknowledged  that  he  (meaning  the  plain- 
tiff,) bad  purchased  them  (meaning  said  clevises.)  from  one  of 
the  claimant's  (meaning  said  gentleman's)  negroes,  and  begged 
him  (meaning  said  gentleman,)  to  say  nothing  about  it,  as  it 
would  ruin  him,  (meaning  the  plaintiff;)  the  said  defendant 
thereby  meaning  that  the  plaintiff  had  acknowledged  (hat  he 
liad  purchased  said  clevises  from  one  of  the  negroes  of  said 
gentleman,  and  meaning  further,  that  the  said  clevises  had  been 
feloniously  stolen  by  said  negro,  and  purchased  by  said  plaintiff 
from  him,  knowing  the  same  to  have  been  feloniously  stolen." 

In  the  l/iird,  that  the  defendant  further  intending  to  hurt, 
&c.^  the  said  plaintiff  in  name,  &c.,  and  his  a/oreaaid  irede 
and  business y  and  to  cause  him  to  be  brought  into  great  scandal 
and  disgrace,  and  to  subject  him  to  the  pains  and  penalties  by 
(be  law  inflicted  on  persons  guilty  of  unlawfully  dealing  with 
slaves,  heretofore,  to  wit,  &c., falsely, dec,  in  (he  presence  and 
hearing  of  Wm.  H,  Worthingtotif  (fee,  reported,  &c.,  of  and 
concerning  the  said  plaintiff^  in  his  said  trade  and  business^  the 
false,  d&c.,  words  following:  (same  as  in  the  second  oomi;) 
the  said  defendant  thereby  meaning  that  the  plaintiff  had  ac- 
knowle^ed  that  he  had  unlawfully  puichased  the  said  clevises 
from  the  negro  of  the  gentleman  so  referred  to. 

This  last  count  was  abandoned  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  in 
argument  to  the  jury. 

The  defendant  filed  a  general  demurrer,  which  being  over- 
ruled, he  pleaded  not  gtuliy, 

IsT  Exception.  The  plaintiff  having  offered  evidence  tend- 
ing to  prove  the  speaking  by  defendant  of  the  words  cbai^ged  in 
the  declaration^  in  order  to  show  malice,  proved  by  James 
Cook,  that  the  defendant  had  said  to  him  that  Whipps  was  in 
the  habit  of  dealing  with  negroes  in  the  neighborhood,  and 
further  proved  that  the  plaintiff  was,  at  that  time,  a  blacksmith, 
and  kept  a  shop  for  the  accommodation  of  the  public. 

The  defendant,  then,  for  the  purpose  of  justifying  the  con- 
versation with  the  witness,  Cooky  proved  by  Bnckmghamy  that 
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in  1843,  or  1844^  when  witoeas  was  in  the  employment  of  the 
plaintifT,  he  heard  i^  negro  slave  ask  Whipps  if  he  wanted  to 
buy  some  crowbars,  and  WMppB  said  he  would  take  them;  no 
bai^in  was  then  made,  but  the  negro  afterwards  left  two  crow- 
bare  at  Whipps*.  The  same  witness  also  proved,  that  he  had 
known  WMpps  to  purchase  old  hone  shoes  from  negroes. 

The  plaintiff  then  proved,  by  Qtorgt  Oookj  that  the  defen- 
dant had  told  him  that  Whipps  was  a  scoundrel,  and  wim  in 
the  habit  of  dealing  with  negroes;  and  when  the  wilneas  cau- 
tioned him,  said  he  could  prove  it^  and  then  told  bim  pb^tkl  the 
plough  irons.  And  thereupon,  the  plaintiff,  wUh  «  t^w  to  fe? 
but  the  evidence  as  above  given  by  the  defopdafvt,  to  impeach 
the  integrity  of  the  plaintiff,  offered  to  givo  in  evidence  that 
the  jdaintiff  bad  always  been  reputed  iind  considered  among  all 
his  acquaintances  as  a  man  of  integrity;;  to  the  admissibility  of 
which  evidence,  as  offered,  the  defendant  objected^  bpt  the 
court  ( WiLKiNSoif  end  Bbxwbr,  A.  J.,)  overruled  the  objec- 
tion, and  admitted  the  evi^CHM^e  to  go  to  the  jury,  and  the  de- 
fendant excepted. 

2nd  Exceftion.  Th0  plaintiff  then  proved  by  the  witness, 
Wai0rSf  thpit  defendant  {md  spoken,  of  and  ooncemtng  him, 
the  words  as  ehaiged  in  the  first  count  of  the  deelaratioa. 

The  defendant  then  prnyed  the  court  to  instruct  the  jary: 

1st.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  upon  the 
fifst  and  second  coupts,  becapse  the  words  proved  are  not  ac- 
tionable under  the  pleadings. 

2nd.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  under  the 
pleadings,  because  the  words  proved  aie  not  actionable  psr  s$. 

Which  instructions  the  court  refused  to  give,  apd  the  defen- 
dant thereupon  excepted. 

The  verdict  being  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant 
moved  the  court  in  arrest  of  judgment,  for  the  following  rea- 
sons: 

1st.  Becatise  the  words  chaiged  in  the  1st  and  Slid  counts 
are  not  actionable. 

2nd.  Because  the  words  charged  in  the  different  counts  are 
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not  80  therein  laid  and  set  forth,  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
maintain  his  action. 

3rd.  Because  there  is  no  colloquium  in  the  declaration,  show- 
ing to  what  the  words  spoken  referred ;  and 

4th.  Because  the  plaintiff,  by  his  counsel,  having  abandoned 
the  third  count,  the  words  charged  in  the  remaining  counts  are 
not  so  therein  laid  and  set  forth,  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
maintain  his  action. 

Which  motion  the  court  overruled,  and  the  defendant  ap- 
pealed. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Dorsbt,  C.  J.,  Chabcbbrs, 
M^GRUDBB^  Martin,  and  Friok,  J. 

By  Wv.  H.  DoRSBT  and  Chas.  H.  Pitts,  for  the  appel- 
lant, and 
By  BftooKES  and  HABiMoifD,  for  the  iqypeUee. 

Magrudbr,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

This  appeal  is  taken  from  the  court  in  and  (or  Ebward  dis- 
tiid.  The  suit  was  instituted  by  the  appellee,  and  is  an  action  of 
slander.  The  plea  was  not  guilty,  and  in  the  court  below  the 
▼erdiet  ¥raB  obtained  by  the  plaintiff. 

In  the  coarse  of  the  trial,  several  exceptions  were  taken  by 
the  defendant^  and  after  the  verdict,  reasons  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment were  filed. 

Several  of  the  exceptions,  as  well  as  the  motioo  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  put  to  us  the  question,  whether  the  words  charged 
to  have  been  spoken  of  the  plaimiff  by  the  defendant,  are  ac- 
tionable? These  we  proceed  to  notice. 
'  It  is  to  be  remarked,  that  no  special  damage  is  chaiged  to 
have  resulted  to  the  plaintiff,  from  the  alleged  slander,  and  un- 
less the  third  count  form  an  exception,  it  is  not  alleged  in  the 
declaration,  that  the  words  spoken  were  spoken  of  the  plaintiff 
with  reference  to  his  trade. 

Since  the  decision  of  this  court,  in  the  cases  of  Chapiin  vs. 
Ohdkshanfcs,  2  H.S^J.y  246,  and  Shedy  againU  Biggs y 
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same  volume,  363,  it  must  be  considered  (o  be  law,  thai  if  ibe 
words  stated  in  the  declaration  are  not  actionable^  objections  to 
the  insufficiency  of  tbe  declaration  may  be  taken  advantage  of 
by  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment.  Indeed,  in  tbe  case  firtt 
cited;  the  court  \rent  farther,  and  refused  to  give  an  instruciion, 
simply  because,  if  such  was  tbe  law,  the  defendant  might  lake 
advantage  of  it  in  arrest  of  judgment.  The  reason  of  this  was, 
that  if  the  defendant  would  not  demur  because  of  the  sup- 
posed defect  in  the  declaration,  he  should  not^  especiaUy  ff  he 
justified,  obtain  a  verdict  simply  because  of  this  defect,  and  tb«is 
place  upon  record  what  seemed  to  be  proof  that  the  mailer 
pleaded  in  justification  bad  been  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  jury.  Although  a  different  practice  has  prevailed  of  hie 
years  m  our  courts,  yet  its  propriety  is  not  quite  clear,  and 
would  not  seem  to  justify  a  reversal  of  the  court's  detiisioo  in 
that  case. 

In  disposing  of  tbe  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  it  will  be 
remembered,  that  by  agreement  of  parties,  the  third  count  is  to 
be  considered  as  withdrawn. 

No  doubt,  if  the  words  charged  to  have  been  spoken  were 
prima  facie  actionable,  no  prefatory  inducement  would  .be  re- 
quired. It  is  otherwise,  however,  if  the  words  do  not  natumlly 
and  per  se  convey  the  meaning  which  tbe  plaintiflf  would  give 
to  them,  or  if  a  reference  to  some  extrinsic  matter  is  necessary, 
in  order  to  their  explanation.  In  1  Chiity  on  Pleadings  342, 
we  are  furnished  with  cases  which  illustrate  this. 

We  do  not  think  that  the  words  cbaiiged  in  this  declaration 
to  have  been  spoken  by  the  defendant,  are  per  se  actionable. 
<<No  words  are  actionable  unless  they  impute  a  crime  to  the 
plaintifif,  which  subjects  him  to  punishment.'^  2  H.^J,, 
364.  And  in  1  StarlHe  on  Slander ,  43,  it  is  said :  <'  To  impute 
any  crime  or  misdemeanor,  for  which  corporal  punishment  is 
to  be  inflicted,  is  actionable  without  proof  of  special  damage." 

All  opprobrious  words  are  not  necessarily  actionable.  Very 
many  words  spoken  of  another,  and  which,  if  believed,  utrould 
deprive  him  of  the  esteem  of  others,  yet  will  not,  per  se^  give 
to  him  a  right  of  action.     In  deciding  which  wofxis  rfioold  be 
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deemed  actionable,  the  courts  have  shown  no  wish  to  encour- 
age a  litigious  disposition. 

If,  in  order  to  supply  any  defect  in  the  words  spoken  by  the 
defendant 9  and  to  make  him  answerable  for  words  not  in  them- 
Mlves  actionable,  we  are  referred  to  any  innuendo  to  be  found 
in  the  fimt  or  second  counts,  it  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  to 
say,  ^'if  the  words  in  themselves  are  not  actionable,  their 
meaning  cannot  be  extended  by  it,  (the  innuendo,)  to  make 
them  actionable.  If  the  words  may  be  understood  in  a  sense 
not  criminal,  there  must  be  a  colloquium  in  the  introductory 
part,  to  show  they  were  spoken  in  a  criminal  sense,  or  they 
are  not  actionable.  The  office  of  tlie  innuendo,  is  to  explain 
doubtful  words,  where  there  is  matter  sufficient  in  the  declara- 
tion to  maintain  the  action."  2  H.  ^  /.,  364.  Again,  '<an 
innfiendo  cannoC  extend  the  sense  of  the  words  beyond  their 
own  meaning,  unless  something  be  put  upon  the  record  for  it 
to  explain."    1  Siarkie  on  Slander y  422.    AG.^J.y  402. 

In  the  first  exception  it  appears,  that  the  plaintiff  (having, 
as  it  is  supposed,)  proved  the  words  charged  in  the  declaration, 
and  other  words  spoken  at  different  times  of  him  by  the  de- 
fendant, the  latter  for  the  purpose  of  justifying  the  other  words 
spoken  by  him,  was  permitted  to  offer  proof  of  matters,  cer- 
tainly not  within  the  issue. 

Touching  the  admissibility  or  non-admissibility  of  this  proof, 
we  are  not  now  to  speak.  It  seems,  all  of  it,  to  have  gone  to 
the  jury  by  consent. 

^^  Thereupon,  (the  exception  proceeds,)  the  plaintiff,  triih  a 
view  to  rebui  the  evidence  as  above  given  by  the  defendant,  to 
impeach  the  integrity  of  the  plaint^,  offered  to  give  evidence, 
that  the  plaintiff  has  always  been  reputed  and  considered 
among  all  his  acquaintances  as  a  man  of  integrity."  To  this 
evidence  the  defendant  objected,  and  because  of  its  admission, 
this,  the  fiiBt,  exception  was  taken.  In  admitting  this  testi- 
mdny,  we  think  that  the  court  below  erred.  The  character  of 
the  plaintiff  was  not  in  issue.  In  some  courts,  indeed,  such 
evidence  is  admitted.  Inhere  is,  it  must  be  acknowledged,  a 
variety  of  doctrine  upon  this  subject,  to  be  found  in  the  re|)orted 
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decisions  of  the  courts  of  our  sister  States  and  of  Engkrtul, 
and  this  may  be  mentioned  as  a  reason  why  we  should  admit 
with  extreme  caution  those  opinions^  <' which  are  received 
from  year  to  year,  and  admitted  in  our  courts  of  justice,  if  not 
us  rules>  at  least  as  guides  for  our  decision." 

A  cardinal  rule  in  regard  to  testimotiy  is,  that  it  must  be 
confined  to  the  point  in  issue,  and  correspond  with  the  allega* 
tions.  This  excludes  ^^  all  evidence  of  collateral  facts,  or  facts 
which  are  incapable  of  affording  any  reosonable  presumption 
Of  inference  as  to  the  principal  fact  or  matter  in  dispute."  ^'  In 
some  instances,  however,  evidence  of  facts,  which  have  no 
apparent  connection  with  the  matter  in  issue,  have  been  ad- 
mitted." See  Isi  Greenlcaf  on  Evidence^  part  2,  cA.  1.  A 
departure  from  this  rule  is  allowed  in  some  actions  of  tmij  and 
evidence  is  received,  which,  it  is  supposed,  will  assist  the  jury 
in  ascertaining  the  amount  of  injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff^ 
and  the  amount  of  damages  to  be  assessed  by  them .  To  the  dis«> 
regard  of  the  rules  of  evidence,  however,  it  is  frequently  owing 
that  much  time  is  wasted,  and  the  real  points  to  be  decided  by 
them,  are  lost  sight  of  by  juries.  These  fevib  should  be  cor- 
rected, as  far  as  it  is  possible,  and  in  regard 'to  testimony,  and 
what  is  admissible  upon  the  question  of  damages,  we  hav^ 
some  excellent  remarks  in  2  Gremteafifm  EvideHcey  *^  Dam- 
agBS.^^ 

If  the  slander  be  not  justified,  the  laW  will  presume  th6 
character  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  good,  and  it  will  genemUy  b6 
found  that  it  is  best  for  him  to  be  contented  with  this  legal 
presumption.  But  here  it  was  introduced^  not  to  increase  the 
damages,  but  as  nibutting  testimony,  and  ought  it  not  to  have 
been  admitted  to  disprove  the  chaiges  which  th^  defendant 
had  been  allowed  to  introduce?  Its  pertinancy,  when  offered 
for  that  purpose,  may  Well  be  questioned.  It  proposes  to  set 
off  the  opinions  which  his  n^ighborei  entertain  of  him,  against 
what  may  be  considered  as  proof  6f  fchaiges  injurious  to  the 
plaintiff's  character,  and  yet  it  only  amotitits  to  this,  that  hii 
neighbors  are  not  among  his  supjiosed  calumniators. 

If  the  plaintiff  be  permitted,  for  this  purpose,  to  give  in  evi- 
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dence  the  opinion  entertained  of  bim  '^by  all  bis  acquaintan- 
ces,'' the  defendant  must  be  permitted  to  prove,  by  similar  and 
other  testimony,  that  the  plaintiff  has  contrived  to  get  and  re- 
tain  for  years,  in  a  small  circle  of  acquaintances,  a  good  name, 
to  which  be  was  never  entitled,  and  thus  be  is  more  slandered 
in  the  court  room^  than  he,  perhaps,  ever  would  have  been 
anywhere  else. 

It  is  because  of  this  mode  of  trying  cases  of  slander,  and  of 
the  investigation  which  the  jdaintiff  himself  frequently  pro- 
vokes, that  occasion  was  taken  to  remark,  that  when  the  plain- 
tiff succeeds  in  such  an  action,  '<he  recovers  a  reputation 
disfigured  by  invective  and  tarnished  by  too  much  handling." 

In  the  case  of  Wagner  vs,  Holbrunncr,  7  Critf,  296,  it  was 
decided  by  this  courts  that  some  testimony  of  this  description 
is  admissible,  and  we  are  bound  by  the  maxim,  sttare  decisis, 
to  depart,  in  some  measure,  from  what  perhaps  would  be  the 
most  correct  rule  upon  the  subject.  See  2  H.  ^*  Cr.,  30.  6 
Cr«4*71,413.  It  is  believed,  however,  that  this  court  has 
never  sanctioned  the  admission  of  testimony  like  this  now  un* 
der  consideration.  In  2nd  Phil,  on  Ev.y  247,  (2nd  edUionj) 
he  refers  to  a  recent  case,  in  which  it  was  decided  that  such 
evidence  is  inadmissible  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  whether 
there  is  a  justification  or  not,  and  this  court,  in  the  case  of 
Brooke  and  Berry y  2  GUI,  p.  97^  rejected  all  the  evidence  of 
character  there  offered  as  rebutting  testimony.  In  2nd  Siarkie 
on  Ev.,p,  303,  (1th  Am.  Ed.,)  it  is  said,  in  civil  proceedings, 
unless  the  character  be  put  in  issue  by  the  nature  of  the  pro- 
ceeding, evidence  of  his  character  is  not  in  general  admissible. 

We  cannot  think,  that  the  testimony  objected  to  in  this  ex- 
ception was  admissible. 

JVDGMBNT  ARRESTED. 

59        V.8 
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Thomas  Berry  vs.  Stephen  G.  Cox^  and  Margaret,  bib 

WIFE. — December  y  1849. 

A  married  woman,  without  tho  knowled^,  privity  or  consent  of  her  hus- 
band, made  a  parol  agreement  with  her  brother  to  mortgage  to  him  certain 
of  her  leasehold  property,  being  induced  to  do  so  by  tho  professions  of  her 
brother,  that  it  was  an  arrangement  to  secure  her  a  provision,  in  the  etent 
of  her  becoming  a  widow.  Held  :  that  to  grant  an  application  by  tba 
brother,  for  the  specific  performance  of  such  an  &groemcnt,  woold  violata 
the  principles  of  both  law  and  equity* 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  C/iaficejy. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  origiDally  filed  in  the  equity  side  of 
Baltimore  county  courts  on  (he  14lh  of  January ,  1843,  by  the 
appellant,  against  the  appellee,  Margaret,  and  her  then  hus- 
band, Thomas  Chester. 

It  alleges,  that  said  Thomas  being  indebted  to  complainant 
upon  his  promissory  note  for  $355,  dated  27th  of  July,  1840, 
payable  in  two  years,  with  interest  from  date,  to  secure  the 
same,  executed  a  mortgage  to  complainant  of  certain  lands  ly- 
ing in  BaUim/ore  county.  That  afterwards,  to  oblige  said 
Thomas,  and  at  his  request,  complainant  agreed  to  release  this 
mortgage,  and  receive,  in  lieu  thereof,  a  mortgage  from  said 
Margaret,  or  from  het  and  her  husband,  of  certain  property 
about  to  be  conveyed  to  the  former,  by  one  John  Davidson. 
That  in  pursuance  of  this  agreement,  complainant  released  the 
mortgage,  and  in  consideration  of  this  release,  and  to  secure 
said  note,  said  Thomas  and  Margaret,  some  time  in  the  year 
1841,  executed  a  mortgage  to  complainant  of  certain  leasehold 
property  in  the  city  of  Baltimore,  which  had  been  conveyed 
to  said  Margaret  by  said  Davidson,  by  deed  dated  28ih  of 
May,  1841,  which  mortgage  was  defeasible  upon  payment  of 
the  said  note.  That  by  inadvertence,  complainant  neglected 
to  have  this  mortgage  recorded  until  more  than  six  months  had 
elapsed.  That  through  the  agency  of  his  brother  he  left  said 
mortgage  with  said  Margaret,  who  was  his  sister^  with  a  view 
to  the  execution;  on  her  part,  of  another  similar  one,  which 
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ahe  had  promised  to  do.  The  bill  then  charges^  that  said  Mar- 
garet had  refused  to  comply  with  this  promise,  and  had  de- 
stroyed said  unrecorded  mortgage,  and  has  refused  to  execute 
another.  The  bill  then  sets  up  an  equitable  lien  on  said  pro- 
perty, by  reason  of  this  unrecorded  mortgage,  and  prays  for  an 
injunction  restraining  said  Margaret  and  Thomas  from  dispos- 
ing of  the  same,  and  that  it  may  be  sold  to  satisfy  complain- 
ant's claim,  and  for  general  relief.  The  note  and  deed  from 
Davidson  io  Margaret  Chester ^  are  filed  with  the  bill,  as  ex- 
hibits A  and  B. 

The  answer  of  Thomas  Chester,  and  Margaret,  his  wife, 
admits  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  of  the  lands  in  Baltimore 
county,  but  denies  that  it  was  executed  to  secure  the  payment 
of  any  sum  justly  due  by  them,  or  either  of  them,  or  that  they, 
or  either  of  them,  were  indebted  on  the  promissory  note  men- 
tioned in  the  bill,  but  aver,  that  both  the  note  and  mortgage 
were  executed  without  any  consideration  therefor,  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  plaintiff,  and  to  gratify  his  view,  which  he  urged 
and  pressed  upon  these  defendants,  of  providing,  in  case  of 
defendant  Thomas^  death,  some  resource  for  the  defendant, 
Margaret;  said  plaintiff  recommending  such  an  arrangement 
in  consequence  of  defendant,  Thomas,  having  no  relatives. 
They  deny  that  this  mortgage  was  released  under  any  agree- 
ment or  understanding,  that  another  mortgage  should  be  exe- 
cuted of  the  leasehold  property  conveyed  by  Davidson,  as 
charged  in  the  bill.  The  answer  also  avers,  that  the  defendant, 
Margaret,  in  her  own  name,  and  without  the  knowledge,  or 
privity,  or  assent  of  her  husband,  executed  to  complainant,  her 
brotlier,  at  his  suggestion  of  the  view  above  stated,  in  her  sole 
name,  a  mortgage  of  said  leasehold  property,  and  to  secure  a 
sum  of  money,  the  amount  of  which  she  did  not  recollect,  but 
which  was  not  due  either  by  her  or  her  husband  to  plaintiff, 
but  was  merely  nominal.  That  said  Thom^is  never  assented 
to  (bis  mortgage,  and  no  other  mortgage  of  said  leasehold  pro- 
perty was  ever  executed.  That  Peter  Berry,  the  brother  of 
eomplainant,  and  said  Margaret,  delivered  this  mortgage,  which 
had  never  been  recorded,  to  her  as  coming  from  the  plaintiff, 
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Thomas  Berry  vs.  Stephen  G.  Cox^  and  Margaret,  bis 

WIFE. — December  y  1849. 

A  married  woman,  without  tlio  knowledg^e,  privity  or  consent  of  her  hus- 
band, made  a  parol  agreement  with  her  brother  to  mortgage  to  him  certain 
of  her  leasehold  property,  being  induced  to  do  so  by  the  professions  of  her 
brother,  that  it  was  an  arrangement  to  secure  her  a  provision,  in  the  etent 
of  her  becoming  a  widow.  Held:  that  to  grant  an  application  by  the 
brother,  for  the  specific  performance  of  such  an  agreement,  would  violata 
the  principles  of  both  law  and  equity. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  C/iancery. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  origiDally  filed  in  the  equity  side  of 
Baltimore  county  court,  on  (he  14th  of  January ^  1843,  by  the 
appellant,  against  the  appellee,  Margaret,  and  her  then  hus- 
band, Thomas  Chester. 

It  alleges,  that  said  Thomas  being  indebted  to  complainant 
upon  his  promissory  note  for  $355,  dated  27(h  of  July,  1840 , 
payable  in  two  years,  with  interest  from  dale,  to  secure  the 
same,  executed  a  mortgage  to  complainant  of  certain  lands  ly- 
ing  in  BaUwwre  county.  That  afterwards,  to  oblige  said 
Thomas,  and  at  his  request,  complainant  agreed  to  release  this 
mortgage,  and  receive,  in  lieu  thereof,  a  moiigage  from  said 
Margaret,  or  from  her  and  her  husband,  of  certain  property 
about  to  be  conveyed  to  the  former,  by  one  John  Davidson, 
That  in  pursuance  of  this  agreement,  complainant  released  the 
mortgage,  and  in  consideration  of  this  release,  and  to  secure 
said  note,  said  Thomas  and  Margaret,  some  time  in  the  year 
1841,  executed  a  mortgage  to  complainant  of  certain  leasehold 
property  in  the  city  of  Baltimore,  which  had  been  conveyed 
to  said  Margaret  by  said  Davidson,  by  deed  dated  28th  of 
May,  1841,  which  mortgage  was  defeasible  upon  payment  of 
the  said  note.  That  by  inadvertence,  complainant  neglected 
to  have  this  mortgage  recorded  until  more  than  six  months  had 
elapsed.  That  through  the  agency  of  his  brother  he  left  said 
mortgage  with  said  Margaret,  who  was  his  sister,  with  a  view 
to  the  execution,  on  her  part,  of  another  similar  one,  which 
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ahe  bad  promised  to  do.  The  bill  then  charges,  that  said  Mar- 
garet had  refused  to  comply  with  this  promise,  and  had  de- 
stroyed said  unrecorded  mortgage,  and  has  refused  to  execute 
another.  The  bill  then  sets  up  an  equitable  lien  on  said  pro- 
perty, by  reason  of  this  unrecorded  mortgage, and  prays  for  an 
injunction  restraining  said  Margaret  and  Thomas  from  dispos- 
ing of  the  same,  and  that  it  may  be  sold  to  satisfy  complain- 
ant's claim,  and  for  general  relief.  The  note  and  deed  from 
Davidson  to* Margaret  Chester^  are  filed  with  the  bill,  as  ex- 
hibits A  and  B. 

The  answer  of  Thomas  Chester^  and  Margaret^  his  wife, 
admits  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  of  the  lands  in  Baltimore 
county,  but  denies  that  it  was  executed  to  secure  the  payment 
of  any  sum  justly  due  by  them,  or  either  of  them,  or  that  they, 
or  either  of  them,  were  indebted  on  the  promissory  note  men- 
tioned in  the  bill,  but  aver,  that  both  the  note  and  mortgage 
were  executed  without  any  consideration  therefor,  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  plaintiff,  and  to  gratify  his  view,  which  he  uiged 
and  pressed  upon  these  defendants,  of  providing,  in  case  of 
defendant  Thomas^  death,  some  resource  for  the  defendant, 
Margaret;  said  plaintiff  recommending  such  an  arrangement 
in  consequence  of  defendant,  Thomas^  having  no  relatives. 
They  deny  that  this  mortgage  was  released  under  any  agree- 
ment or  understanding,  that  another  mortgage  should  be  exe- 
cuted of  the  leasehold  property  conveyed  by  Davidson  ^  as 
charged  in  the  bill.  Tiie  answer  also  avers,  that  the  defendant, 
Margaret^  in  her  own  name,  and  without  the  knowledge,  or 
privity,  or  assent  of  her  husband,  executed  to  complainant,  her 
brotlier,  at  his  suggestion  of  the  view  above  stated,  in  her  sole 
name,  a  mortgage  of  said  leasehold  property,  and  to  secure  a 
sum  of  money,  the  amount  of  which  she  did  not  recollect,  but 
which  was  not  due  either  by  her  or  her  husband  to  plaintiff, 
but  was  merely  nominal.  That  said  Thom4is  never  assented 
to  (his  mortgage,  and  no  other  mortgage  of  said  leasehold  pro- 
perty was  ever  executed.  That  Peter  Berry ^  the  brother  of 
Complainant,  and  said  Margaret j  delivered  this  mortgage,  which 
had  never  been  recorded,  to  her  as  coming  from  the  plaintiff, 
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with  a  declaration  (hat  it  was  of  no  importance,  and  was  only 
a  matter  of  form;  and  she  denies  that  it  was  even  delivered  to 
her  upon  any  assurance  ^  promise  or  understanding  from  or  with 
her,  that  she  and  her  husband,  or  either  of  them,  would  exe- 
cute  another  mortgage  of  said  property,  and  they  also  deny  that 
any  such  promise  or  understanding  was  ever  made. 

A  commission  was  then  issued,  under  which  testimony  was 
taken,  the  efiect  of  which  is  fully  stated  in  the  opinion.  Sx- 
hibii  M  C,  is  the  release  by  the  complainant  of  the  first  mort- 
gage mentioned  in  the  bill,  and  is  dated  26th  of  May,  1841. 
Thomas  Chester  aftenvards  died,  and  the  defendant  having 
intermarried  with  the  appellee,  Stephen  G.  CoXy  the  cause  was 
revived,  the  latter  made  defendant,  and  the  suit  removed  to  the 
court  of  chancery. 

The  chancellor  (Johnson,)  being  of  opinion  that  the  evi- 
dence was  not  sufficient  to  overrule  the  answer  and  the  release 
executed  by  the  complainant,  passed  a  decree,  on  the  26ch  of 
May,  1847,  dismissing  the  bill,  from  which  the  complaiDant 
appealed. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Spencb,  Magruder,  Mar- 
TIN,  and  Prick,  J. 

By  RoBT.  J.  Brent,  for  the  a[^llant9  and 
By  Mayer,  for  the  appellee. 

Spence;  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

After  a  careful  examination  of  the  bill,  answers,  evidence 
and  arguments  of  the  solicitors  of  the  parties,  we  are  satisfied 
the  decree  of  the  chancellor  in  this  case  is  correct. 

It  may  be  conceded,  that  the  answers  in  this  case  are  not 
responsive  to  the  bill,  and  that  the  averment  of  the  answer, 
that  ^'said  mortgage  was  executed  by  them,  (the  respondents,) 
at  the  instance  of  said  plaintifi*,  and  to  gratify  his  view  which 
he  urged  and  impressed  upon  these  defendants,  of  providing  in 
case  of  the  defendant  Thomas^  death  for  the  said  Margaret, 
said  plaintifi*  recommending  such  an  arrangenrient  in  eonse- 
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qiieocc  of  ihe  defendaot  Thomas  having  no  relations/'  is 
matter  in  avoidance  only,  and  yet,  from  an  examination  of 
the  evidetice,  it  is  clear,  that  this  entire  negotiation  has  been 
conducted  by  the  complainant  and  his  agent  on  the  one  side, 
and  the  respondent,  Margaret ^  and  her  agent  or  friend,  Walter, 
on  the  other  side;  the  avowed  object  being  and  the  circumstan- 
ces showing  the  purpose  to  be,  to  provide  for  the  defendant 
Margaretj  who  is  the  sister  of  the  complainant. 

rThe  witness,  Peter  Berry ^  who  seems,  fix)m  his  testimony, 
to  have  participated  lai^ely  in  this  transaction,  says,  that  the 
money  for  which  the  note  and  mortgage  on  the  lands  in  Bat- 
iimare  county  were  given,  was  given  by  Thomas  Berry  to 
deponent,  for  his  sister,  Margaret  Chester,  requesting  depo- 
nent to  get  some  security  for  said  sum,  as  well  as  for  other 
money  before  that  time  loaned  to  the  said  Margaret. 

The  deponent  Berry  also  states>  that  it  was  understood  ver- 
bally at  the  time  it  was  agreed  the  said  mortgage  was  to  be 
executed  between  the  parties,  that  two  years'  credit  was  to  be 
given  for  the  repayment  of  the  money>  and  that  the  complain- 
ant would  not  trouble  the  defendants  for  the  payment  of  their 
debt  at  the  expiration  of  said  two  years,  in  case  they  were  not 
then  able  to  pay  the  same.  The  mortgage  spoken  of  in  this 
answer,  was  the  one  of  the  lands  in  Baltimore  county  which 
was  afterwards  released  by  the  mortgagee's  deed. 

This  witness,  in  his  answer  to  the  third  interrogatory^  says, 
that  the  defendants,  Chester  and  wife,  had  told  him  that  they 
were  about  trading  the  land  in  Baltimore  county  for  property 
in  the  city,  and  that  they  wished  complainant  to  release  his 
mortgage  on  the  land  in  the  county,  and  they  would  renew 
the  mortgage  on  the  property  they  were  about  to  acquire  in 
exchange;  that  the  deponent  communicated  the  wish  of  the 
defendants  to  the  complainant,  which  he  assented  to. 

Jo/m  Walter y  a  witness  examined  on  the  part  of  tlie  com- 
plainant;  states,  that  he  wrote  the  two  letters^  exhibits  M  C, 
No.  2,  and  M  C,  No.  3;  that  the  release  filed  among  the  pa- 
pers marked  M  C,  was  written  by  him  at  the  instance  of  Mar- 
garet  Chester;  that  he  presumes  it  is  the  same  paper  which 
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was  enclosed  in  deponent's  letter  of  the  22nd  of  May,  1841, 
marked  M  C,  No.  2;  he  further  states,  that  he  wrote  the  two 
letters,  the  first  dated  the  22nd  May,  1841,  the  other  25th  of 
May,  1841,  exliibits  M  C.^  No.  2,  and  M  C,  No.  3,  at  the  in- 
stance and  with  the  knowledge  of  Margaret  Chewier. 

The  letters  of  the  22nd  and  25th  of  May ,  were  written  by  the 
witness  Walter j  at  the  instance  of  M.  Chester y  in  the  first  of 
which  was  enclosed  the  deed  of  release  of  the  mortgage  of  the 
land  in  Baltimore  county,  and  which  communicated  to  her 
brother  her  wish  that  he  would  execute  it,  as  she  was  anxious 
\o  have  the  matter  closed  between  her  and  the  other  party,  to 
wit,  Davidson.  To  the  letter  of  the  22nd  of  May,  from  Wal- 
ter to  Thomas  Berry,  the  letter  in  which  the  release  was  en- 
closed, is  this  striking  postscript:  <<  The  expenses  attending  the 
execution  of  the  writings,  I  presume,  your  sister  did  not  think 
about,  and  when  you  get  your  writing,  that  matter  can  be  at- 
tended to;  this  expense  you  have  to  pay  for  her  in  Washington.^* 

The  witness,  Peter  Berry,  in  his  answer  to  the  4ih  inter- 
rogatory, deposeth,  tliat  the  complainant  handed  to  deponent 
a  paper,  purporting  <o  be  a  mortgage  upon  property  lying  in 
the  city  of  Baltimore,  and  requested  deponent,  who  was  com- 
ing to  Baltimore  from  the  District  of  Columbia,  where  com- 
plainant lived,  to  get  him  a  renewal  of  said  last  mentioned 
mortgage  deed,  as  the  time  had  run  out  for  recording  the  same^ 
and  complainant  directed  deponent  to  give  up  said  last  men- 
tioned deed  to  the  defendant  Margaret  for  that  purpose;  that 
when  deponent  reached  Baltimore,  he  called  on  his  sister 
Margaret,  and  Asked  her,  in  behalf  of  complainant,  to  execute 
a  new  mortgage  and  send  it  to  complainant,  which  said  Afor- 
garet  said  she  would  do.  The  de|)onent  left  the  morgage 
with  said  Margaret,  nnd  he  has  not  seen  it  since;  that  he 
afterwards  called  on  Margaret  Cfiester  for  the  promised  deed, 
but  she  refused  to  give  the  same.  The  witness  Berry  first 
said  that  Thomas  ChBster^s  name  was  signed  to  the  deed  de- 
livered to  his  sister  Margaret,  but  afterwards,  upon  reflection, 
said  be  was  not  positive  that  Thomas  Chester^s  name  was 
signed  to  the  deed.     The  witness  ferry  further  stated  in  hi* 
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answer^  that  be  ''had  no  recoIiectioD  of  seeing  Thomas  Oft/es- 
ter  at  any  time  stated  in  this  answer." 

This  witness.  Berry y  says  in  his  answer  to  the  defendants' 
cross-intenrogatory,  that  he  did,  he  thinks,  tell  thera  that  if 
they  would  give  the  mortgage,  it  would  be  saving  so  much  to 
ber  if  she  lived  after  Chester y  or  something  like  that. 

The  conclusion  from  all  this  record  is,  that  Thomas  Berry 
loaned  or  gave  to  his  sister  a  sum  of  money.  That  for  her 
benefit,  and  to  secure  to  her,  in  the  event  of  her  surviving  her 
husband,  tiiat  sum,  he  induced  her  and  her  husband  to  give 
him  a  mortgage  on  the  lands  in  Ballimore  county.  That 
subsequently,  Chester  and  wife  wished  to  sell  or  exchange  the 
land  in  Baltimore  county,  for  leasehold  property  in  the  city 
of  Baltimore,  Thomas  Berry ^  for  the  benefit  of  his  sister, 
agreed  with  her  to  release  his  mortgage  on  the  land  in  BcUti- 
more  county,  to  enable  Chester  and  wife  to  sell  the  same  or  to 
exchange  it,  and  that  Margaret  Chester  should  give  the  com- 
plainant a  mortgage  on  the  leasehold  property,  to  be  assigned 
or  conveyed  to  her.  This  arrangement  was  carried  into  exe- 
cution, Thomas  Berry  released  his  mortgage,  the  leasehold 
property  in  the  city  was  conveyed  to  Margaret  Chester^  and 
she  executed  the  mortgage  on  said  property  to  her  brother,  the 
complainant,  which  he  accepted.  The  complainant  omitted 
or  neglected  to  have  this  mortgage  recorded  according  to  law. 
About  one  year  after  this  mortgage  was  executed  by  the  re- 
spondent Margaret^\\it  complainant  sent  it  by  his  brother  and 
witness,  Peter  Berry ^  to  get  her  to  renew  it,  and  Pater  Berry 
states  that  she  said  she  would  do  so,  but  that  she  afterwards 
refused  to  renew  said  mortgage.  The  witness  says,  that  at 
the  interview  with  his  sister,  when  she  promised  to  renew  the 
mortgage,  her  husband,  Thomas  Chester,  was  not  present, 
and  that  he  did  not  see  him. 

This  then  is  the  parol  agreement  which  this  bill  asks  a  court 
of  equity  to  decree  shall  be  specifically  performed.  An  agree- 
ment made  with  a  married  woman,  without  the  knowledge, 
privity  or  consent  of  her  husband,  induced  by  professions  of  a 
brother,  that  it  was  to  secure  to  her  a  piovision  in  the  event  of 
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her  becoming  a  widow.  We  offer  no  argumeat  for  refusrag 
such  an  application,  because  to  grant  it,  would  violate  the 
principles  of  both  law  and  equity.  The  decree  of  the  chaa- 
cellor  is  affirmed^  with  costs. 

DECREE   AFFIRMED. 


John  Kettlewell  vs.  David  Stewart. — Decembei'f  1849. 

In  Uiis  case,  tho  court,  Chambbm,  Spbncb,  and  Maorudbr,  J.,  agninit  tho 
opinion  of  Martin  and  Frick,  J.,  who  dissented,  and  contrary  to  the  de. 
cision  in  the  case  of  Albert  and  wife,  ve.  Winn  and  Rom,  7  Gill,  446,  bus. 
tuined  the  validily  of  a  dead  conTejing  to  a  trustee  all  the  grantor's  pro- 
perty, in  trutt,  to  sell  the  same,  and  apply  tho  proceeds,  Ut.  To  the  expense* 
of  executing  the  trust  and  commissions  to  the  trustee.  3nd.  To  the  pay. 
ment  of  a  certain  mortgage  on  the  property.  3rd.  To  or  towards  the  pay- 
rnctit  of  tlie  claims  of  all  creditors  who,  within  thirty  days,  should  assent 
to  the  deed,  and  execute  releases  to  the  grantor  of  their  claims.  And  4th. 
To  apply  the  balance,  if  any,  to  the  payment  of  the  claims  of  all  other 
creditors  than  those  therein  proyidod  for,  rateably  and  proportionably« 

Appeal  from  Baliimore  county  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover,  brought  by  the  appellee,  on 
the  23rd  March,  1846,  against  the  appellant.  The  plaintiff 
recovered  judgment  in  Baliimore  bounty  court.  He  claimed 
title  under  a  deed  executed  to  him  on  the  29th  January,  1846^ 
by  George  SiUer,  in  consideration  of  $10,  to  various  parcels  of 
real,  and  articles  of  personal  property.  This  deed  was  in  trusty 
that  Stewart — 

1st.  Would  sell  and  dispose  of  the  property  conveyed  to  him. 

2nd .  To  apply  the  proceeds  to  payment  of  all  cosis,  &c. , 
attending  the  execution  of  the  trust,  and  five  per  cent,  com- 
missions to  the  trustee. 

3rd.  To  the  payment  of  a  mortgage  debt  and  interest^  on  m 
part  of  the  real  property  conveyed. 
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4th.  Towards  the  payment  and  satisfaction  of  the  claims  of 
all  such  of  the  creditor  of  the  said*  Qeorge  Suter^  who  may^ 
within  thirty  days  after  the  date  of  this  deed^  assent  to  the  terms 
of  this  assignment,  and  execute  a  release  to  the  said  iS^er  from 
all  liability  on  account  of  their  respective  claims  against  him> 
that  is  to  say,  mleably  and  proportionably,  if  the  fund  be  in- 
sufficient to  discharge  (he  whole,  or  to  the  payment  in  full  of 
said  claims,  if  the  same  be  sufficient  for  that  purpose. 

5th.  If  any  balance  or  surplus  should  remain  in  the  hands 
of  the  said  trustee,  to  appropriate  and  apply  the  same  to  the 
payment,  rateably  and  proportionally,  of  the  claims  of  all  the 
creditors  of  the  said  Oeorge  StUeff  other  than  those  hereinbe- 
fore provided  for. 

Gth.  The  trustee  to  be  answerable  only  for  wilful  neglect  or 
omission. 

The  defendant,  John  KeUkweliy  was  the  sheriff  of  Batti- 
tnorBy  and  had  seized  and  sold  the  property  declared  for,  under 
a  writ  of  fieri  facuxs,  issued  on  the  27th  May,  1846,  by  the 
Bank  of  Westminster ^  upon  a  judgment  they  had  recovered 
against  Oeorge  StUer,  on  the  26th  November,  1845. 

The  county  court  (Purviakce,  A.  J.,)  was  asked  by  the 
defendant  to  instruct  the  jury,  that  the  deed  under  which 
Stewart  claimed,  was  not  a  valid  deed,  to  transfer  to  him  the 
property  mentioned  in  the  declaration;  and  that  he  was  not 
entitled  to  recover,  which  instruction  was  refused.  The  defen- 
dant appealed  to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Chambers,  Spence,  Magru- 
OER,  Martin,  and  Frick,  J. 

Nelson,  for  the  appellant,  submitted  the  case  on  a  brief 
printed  statement,  presenting  as  the  only  point  involved,  that 
the  deed  from  Suter  to  the  appellee,  was  void  under  the  Stat. 
13  JEliz.y  eh.  5,  because  of  the  preference  it  affected  to  give  to 
the  creditors  of  the  grantor,  who  would  consent  to  release  him 
over  all  other  creditors  who  would  not  assent  to  such  terms. 
He  referred  to  the  case  of  Aibert  and  vnfe,  vs.  Winn  and 
60        V.8 
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RosSf  since  reported  in  7  OiUj  446,  as  conclusiye  of  ibis  ques- 
tion. 

MoMahon,  for  the  appellee,  denied  that  the  fate  of  this  ap- 
peal necessarily  depended  on  the  solution  of  the  question  sub- 
mitted by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant.  There  were  other 
points  on  which  the  appellee  might  rely  for  an  affirmance  of 
the  judgment  of  the  court  below^  which  points  the  learned 
counsel  briefly  explained.  But  he  was  prepared  to  discuss  the 
general  question  involving  the  validity  of  the  deed  as  a  con- 
ditional performance.  If  the  question  was  not  settled  by  the 
decision  in  Albert  vs.  Wintiy  referred  to  by  the  other  side,  he 
would  ask  permission  to  express  bis  views  on  the  subject. 

After  a  brief  consultation  on  the  bench,  the  presiding  judge 
said,  that  the  general  question  was  interesting  and  important^ 
involving  the  validity  of  many  transactions,  and  bringing  into 
question,  perhaps,  many  titles.  Under  all  circumstances^  the 
court  thought  the  decision  in  the  case  referred  to^  ought  not  to 
be  treated  as  conclusive  against  the  validity  of  conditional  pre- 
ferences. The  court  would,  therefore,  receive  written  aigu- 
ments  of  counsel  on  the  general  question,  in  the  hope  that, 
with  the  aid  of  further  discussion,  the  court  might  be  able  to 
pronounce  a  judgment  which  might  serve  as  a  guide  in  all  fu- 
ture cases.  In  consequence  of  this  intimation,  the  following 
argument  was  submitted  by 

AIoMahon  and  Alexander,  for  the  appellee: 
We  shall  assume,  for  the  purpose  of  this  argument,  that  the 
debtor,  in  making  the  assignment,  had  no  purpose  of  actual 
fraud  in  contemplation;  and  that  the  deed  contained  no  provi- 
sion calculated,  by  its  tendency,  to  binder  or  delay  the  appli- 
cation of  the  debtor's  estate  to  the  payment  of  his  debts.  The 
question^  then,  will  be>  whether  fraud,  which  is  to  avoid  the 
deed,  is  to  be  inferred  as  a  conclusion  of  law^  from  the  clause 
which  requires  the  creditor^  who  would  avail  himself  of  the 
preference^  in  consideration  thereof,  to  release  his  claim  to  the 
debtor? 
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Now  we  may  assume  it  as  settled  in  Maryland^  that  a  debtor, 
in  failing  circumstances,  may  prefer  one  or  more  of  his  credi- 
tors, at  his  pleasure.  iState  of  Maryland  vs.  Bank  of  Mary- 
iandy  6Q.^  J.f  205.  And  the  preference  may  be  given  by  a 
deed  assigning  all  the  debtor's  estate,  in  trust,  to  provide  for 
payment,  in  the  first  place,  of  the  preferred  creditors;  and  in 
the  next  place,  of  all  other  creditors.  The  effect  of  such  as- 
signment, is  to  delay  and  hinder  creditors,  by  defeating  the  lien 
of  judgments  subsequently  recovered,  and  disappointing  exe- 
cutions subsequently  issued.  But,  in  view  of  the  object  of  the 
assignment,  «nd  of  the  remedy  which  equity  supplies  for  ad- 
ministering the  trust,  such  transfer  of  jurisdiction  is  held  not 
Co  be  fraudulent.  In  Pickstock  vs.  Lister ,  3  M.^  S.y  371, 
(which  is  referred  to  by  this  court  in  terms  of  approval,)  the 
assignment  was  supported  at  law,  although  it  was  for  the  pur- 
pose avowed,  of  disappointing  a  particular  creditor,  who  was 
about  to  issue  his  execution.  See,  also,  Riches  vs.  Evans,  9 
Car.  ^  P.,  640,  to  the  same  point.  We  may  safely  conclude, 
therefore,  that  a  deed  whereby  one  or  more  creditors  are  pre- 
ferred absolutely  and  unconditionally  to  others,  is  not  to  be 
avoided  as  fraudulent  at  common  law,  or  under  ihe'^Stat,  13 
EKz.y  ck.  5. 

The  question,  then,  must  be,  may  a  debtor,  in  circumstances 
which  authorise  him  to  make  an  absolute  preference,  annex  con- 
ditions to  be  performed  or  assented  to  by  the  creditors  intended 
to  be  preferred?  We  submit,  that  if  the  debtor  had  previously 
hypothecated  parcels  of  his  effects  to  particular  creditors,  he 
might,  in  a  deed  assigning  all  his  property  for  the  equal  benefit 
of  all  his  creditors,  provide,  that  the  creditors  who  were  already 
secured,  in  part  or  in  the  whole,  should  come  in  only  on  con- 
dition that  the  effects  hypothecated  to  them  should  be  abaa- 
doned,  for  the  benefit  of  the  general  fund.  Or  be  might  pro- 
vide, that  the  creditor,  surrendering  his  particular  security,  or 
waiving  his  remedy  against  parties  standing  in  the  relation  of 
surety  to  the  debtor,  should,  in  consideration  of  such  surrender 
or  waiver,  be  preferred  over  all  others.  If  thesejpositions  be 
conceded,  it  will  result,  that  a  preference  is  not  necessarily 
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frauduleof ,  because  it  is  cooditional  in  its  form.  And  the  objec- 
tioD  resolves  itself  into  an  objeclion  against  the  speci&c  condition 
requiring  a  release  from  the  creditor  to  be  preferred  as  a  consi- 
deration for  the  preference. 

But  we  have  already  slated ,  that  the  right  of  the  debtor  (o 
create  preferences  amongst  his  creditors^  is  uncontrollable.  No 
court  will  inquire  into  the  motive  for  the  preference.  He  may 
prefer  one  in  gratitude  for  past  kindnesses,  another  in  expecta- 
tion of  future  assistance,  and  a  third  in  fulfilment  of  a  previous 
agreement,  that  the  creditor  shall  accept  the  preference  in  full 
satisfaction  of  his  claim.  But,  if  he  is  at  liberty  to  treat  with 
one,  and  another,  and  every  of  his  creditors  in  succession,  for 
a  relinquishment  of  his  or  their  claims  against  him,  and  if  an 
assignment  made  in  execution  of  such  agreement^  is  good 
against  his  unpreferred  creditors,  why  may  he  not,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  preliminary  agreement,  assign  to  any  one  of  his 
creditors,  on  condition  expressed,  that  such  creditor  shall  release 
the  debtor  from  the  obligation  of  his  contract?  And  why  may 
be  not  annex  to  his  assignment  the  further  condition,  that  an- 
other creditor,  on  executing  a  similar  release,  shall  share  in  the 
prefereuce  ?  It  is  understood ,  indeed ,  that  no  objection  is  made 
to  the  power  of  the  debtor  to  prefer  one  or  more  of  his  credi- 
tors, by  nanf|i,  on  any  terms  which  he  or  they  may  see  fit  to 
accept.  The  objection  is  to  his  right  to  prefer  creditors  indefi- 
nite in  number,  and  distinguished  only  by  their  acceptance  of 
prescribed  conditions. 

Now  we  ask  for  the  legal  evidence  upon  which  the  distinc- 
tion supposed  is  to  be  rested.  The  burden  of  the  alignment  is 
upon  those  who  affirm  its  existence,  and  their  arguments  roust 
be  consistent  with  the  right  of  the  debtor  to  prefer  absolutely — to 
annex  other  conditions  to  his  preference — to  require  a  release  as 
the  consideration  for  a  preference  to  one  or  more  creditors  by 
name.  But  we  shall  not  rest  our  case  on  the  absence  of  argu> 
ment  on  the  other  side.  Nor  shall  we  consume  time  in  the 
effort  to  show  that  the  distinction  is  unsubstantial  and  may  be 
resolved  into  a  matter  of  form«  But,  addressing  ourselves  at 
once  to  the  usual  case  of  a  deed  to  trustees,  preferring  all  ere- 
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ditorswfao  shall  release  their  claims^  we  shall  endeavor  to  show 
that,  upoo  legal  principles,  such  deed,  if  obnoxious  to  no  other 
objection,  ought  to  be  sustained. 

The  direct  argument  in  favor  of  this  proposition,  may  be 
compressed  within  a  very  narrow  compass.  The  deed  annex- 
ing conditions  to  the  preference  intended,  will  be  good  as  against 
those  creditors  who  accept  its  terms.  As  between  them  and 
the  debtor,  it  rests  on  a  legal  and  valuable  consideration;  and 
by  their  giving  the  releases  required  of  them,  the  preference, 
so  fiir  as  they  are  concerned,  becomes  absolute.  Can  the  un- 
preferred  creditors  justly  object^  that  the  debtor  has  thought  fit 
to  annex  a  condition  to  a  preference  in  favor  of  another,  which 
preference  might  have  heed  given  in  absolute  terms?  Is  he, 
by  reason  of  the  condition,  placed  in  a  worse  condition  than  be 
would  have  occupied  if  the  preference  had  been  originally  ab- 
solute? It  is  easy  to  show  that  the  condition  is,  on  the  con- 
(mry,  for  his  advantage.  It  is  made  uncertain,  whether  the 
preference  will  be  Accepted  on  the  terms  proposed ;  he  has  an 
opportunity,  by  accepting  the  condition,  of  placing  himself  on 
an  equality  with  the  most  favored  creditor  j  and,  in  any  event, 
a  compliance  on  the  part  of  the  creditors  accepting  the  prefer- 
ence with  the  condition  of  release,  by  reducing  the  extent  of 
the  debtor's  liabilities,  increases  his  prospective,  ability  to  pay 
his  remaining  debts.  Chief  Justice  Gibsofiy  in  Thomas  vs. 
Jenks,  6  Rcncle,  226,  rightly  affirms,  that  the  arbitrary  control 
over  the  order  of  payment  of  his  debts,  which  is  allowed  the 
debtor  by  the  common  law,  and  is  not  restrained  by  the  Stat. 
13  Eliz.,  and  which  suffers  him  to  postpone  any  creditor  to  the 
rest^  ^' makes  participation  of  the  fund,  before  those  he  may 
choose  to  prefer  are  served,  not  so  much  a  matter  of  right  as  of 
favor.  To  let  a  creditor  in  among  the  first,  therefore,  though 
on  condition  that  he  release  the  unpaid  residue  of  his  debt,  may 
be  to  him  a  favor,  instead  of  a  wrong,  which  may  consequent- 
ly be  extended  to  him  on  terms,  or  not  at  all.  Having  an  un- 
questionable power  of  preference,  of  which  he  is  the  absolute 
master,  it  follows  that  he  may  set  his  price  on  it,  provided  it  is 
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not  a  reservation  of  part  of  (he  effects  for  himself^  or  anj  thing 
that  would  carry  his  power  beyond  mere  preference." 

But  the  argument  in  favor  of  (he  debtor's  right  to  stipulate 
for  releases  from  the  creditors  to  be  preferred^  receives  addi* 
tional  strength  from  the  views  expressed  by  his  honor,  Judge 
ChamberSy  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  this  court,  in  the  case 
of  Somemlle  v$.  Brtmrn,  6  Gill,  422:  <'  Our  whole  system 
regulating  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor^  is  designed  to 
subject  every  dollar^s  worth  of  property^  real,  personal  and 
mixed,  to  the  just  claims  of  a  creditor,  and  to  exempt  the  honest 
debtor,  who  does  surrender  all  such  property,  from  the  grasp  of 
a  relentless  creditor^  who  might  desire  to  imprison  his  person, 
or  weigh  down  his  future  enei^ies  by  the  impending  burthen 
of  his  debts."  The  debtor  must  surrender  up  all  his  property; 
he  must  reserve  no  beneficial  interest  therein  for  himself;  be 
must  embarrass  its  surrender  with  no  unusual  provisions,  to  de- 
lay or  hinder  its  speedy  application  in  payment  of  his  debts. 
The  creditor  has  a  right  to  every  dtMar^s  worth  of  the  property 
which  the  debtor  is  then  possessed  of.  But  the  law  denies  his 
right  to  incarcerate  the  person  of  his  debtor,  or  to  weigh  down 
his  energies  by  seizing  on  all  his  future  earnings.  Such  is  the 
policy  of  our  law,  and  a  policy  less  humane  could  not  be  tol- 
erated by  a  system  of  jurisprudence,  which  boasts  that  its  ethics 
are  derived  from  a  religion  that  inculcates  the  duty  of  forbear- 
ance in  the  exercise  of  our  rights,  by  reminding  us  continually 
of  our  need  of  forbearance  at  the  hands  of  a  common  Superior. 

To  deny  the  right  of  the  debtor  who  surrenders  up  his  all  to 
a  discharge  from  the  obligation  of  his  contracts,  is,  therefore, 
to  contravene  the  policy  of  our  laws.  It  is  to  attribute  to  the 
creditor  rights,  and  to  suppose  that  he  is  bound  to  no  correlative 
duties.  Hence  it  is,  that  the  effort  made  by  the  honest  debtor 
to  protect  his  person  from  confinement,  and  to  place  himself  in 
condition  to  resume  his  business,  is  denounced  as  an  attempt  to 
coerce  the  creditor.  But  when  we  enquire,  what  is  the  object 
of  the  coercion  which  is  so  much  reprobated?  the  reply  must 
be,  to  oblige  the  creditor,  otherwise  relentless,  to  extend  to  his 
unfortunate  debtor  that  indulgence  for  which,  in  the  impressive 
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language  of  Chief  Justice  Marshall^  iu  1  PeierSyGlSf  ^^humani- 
ty  and  policy  plead  so  strongly^  that  in  every  commercial  coun- 
try known  to  ua^  (but  our  own^)  the  principle  is  established  by 
law."  And  when  it  is  asked,  by  what  process  is  that  coercion 
sotight  to  be  effected?  the  answer  is,  by  the  exercise  of  thai 
power  of  preference  which,  in  mercy  to  the  unfortunate  debtor, 
the  common  law  refused  to  control. 

Thus  we  perceive,  that  the  debior,  in  exacting  a  release  from 
his  creditor  as  the  condition  for  the  surrender  of  his  property, 
exercises  his  unquestionable  right  to  prefer,  in  advancement  of 
the  policy,  which  the  law,  from  motives  of  humanity,  has  es- 
tablished. Adopting,  again,  the  language  of  Chief  Justice 
Marshally  'Mhis  certainly  furnishes  a  very  imposing  argument 
against  its  being  deemed  fraudulent."  Nor  is  the  coercion 
which  is  exercised  over  the  creditor,  through  the  instrumentali- 
ty of  a  deed  executed,  comparable  in  intensity  and  injustice, 
with  that  coercion  which  a  debtor  familiarly  exercises  in  chaffer- 
ing with  his  creditors  for  a  composition,  holding  his  property  all 
the  while  as  a  lure  to  the  more  facile,  and  as  a  weapon  of  threa- 
tening against  those  who  would,  otherwise,  be  less  manageable. 
Deeds  of  composition  are  universally  supported;  and  agree- 
ments for  a  composition  have  been  enforced  in  equity,  and  re- 
cognized at  law.  But  it  would  be  very  difficult  to  sustain 
those  adjudications  upon  the  hypothesis,  that  a  debtor,  in  cre- 
ating a  preference,  may  not  stipulate  for  an  advantage  to  him- 
self. Every  deed  and  agreement  for  composition,  contemplates 
advantage  or  benefit  to  the  debtor. 

We  are  unable  to  find  any  case,  at  all  venerable  for  antiquity, 
in  which  such  limitation  on  the  right  of  the  debtor  to  prefer,  is 
maintained;  and  if  such  limitation  exists,  it  must  be  acknow- 
ledged that  it  is  one  of  modern  origin.  Far  be  it  from  us,  to 
question  the  duty  of  the  debtor  to  fulfil  his  contract  to  the  ex- 
tent of  his  ability.  We  affirm,  simply,  that  the  obligation 
which  he  contracts  with  his  creditor,  does  not  supersede  the 
duty  which  he  owes,  perchance,  to  a  family  dependent  on  him 
for  subsistence,  and  to  society.  And  the  moral,  social  and 
commercial  ameliorations  which  England  has  experienced, 
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under  the  beneficent  influence  of  her  bankrupt  system^  would 
serve  to  convince  us^  if  otherwise  incredulous,  that  sound  policy 
and  sound  morals  are  not  inconsistent  with  the  denial,  to  the 
creditor,  of  the  privilege  of  treating  misfortune  in  trade  as  a 
crime,  which  is  to  be  expiated  only  by  perpetual  imprisonment. 

Assuming,  then,  the  soundness  of  the  policy  which  assures 
to  the  debtor,  upon  surrender  of  his  whole  estate,  an  immunity 
from  imprisonment,  and  the  enjoyment  of  bis  future  earnings, 
our  sole  enquiry  should  be,  whether  there  is  any  mode  of  af- 
fording to  him  that  remedy  less  exceptionable  than  the  exercise 
of  his  power  of  preference?  'That  evils  may  result  from  its 
exercise,  is  admitted.  The  same  may  be  predicated  of  every 
power.  It  is  sufficient  praise  of  any  principle,  that,  on  the  ba- 
lance of  good  and  evil  flowing  from  its  practical  application, 
the  good  predominates.  The  arbitrary  exercise  of  the  admitted 
right  of  absolute  preference,  is  frequently  the  cause  of  rank  in- 
justice. But  the  power  of  preference  exists.  When  it  is 
shown,  therefore,  that  evil  consequences  flow  from  the  tolera- 
tion of  those  conditional  preferences,  the  argument,  to  be  ren- 
dered effective,  must  further  prove  that  those  evils  are  greater 
than  the  evils  which  were  designed  to  be  remedied;  or,  that 
some  other  remedy  exists,  which  may  effect  equal  benefits  with 
consequences  less  injurious. 

Does  any  other  remedy  exist?  It  is  said  that  the  insolvent 
laws  afford  sufficient  protection  to  the  debtor,  and  that  the  al- 
lowance of  conditional  preferences  enables  the  debtor,  in  the 
administration  of  his  estate,  to  substitute  his  own  will  for  the 
more  equal,  summary  and  effectual  rule  of  distribution,  which 
is  provided  by  the  law,  and  to  avoid  that  searching  scrutiny 
into  his  affairs,  and  the  causes  of  his  inability,  which  are  indis- 
pensable to  guard  against  a  fraudulent  debtor. 

This  objection  to  such  deeds,  it  will  be  seen,  necessarily  con- 
cedes, that  the  debtor,  dedicating  all  the  property  he  then  has 
to  the  payment  of  his  debts,  and  annexing  only  the  condition^ 
that  such  total  surrender  shall  release  him  for  the  future,  by 
proposing  such  a  condition,  exacts  nothing  that  is  wrong  or 
fraudulent  on  his  part;  but,  on  the  contrary,  only  proposes 
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what  the  insolvent  laws,  (heroselves,  accomplish  more  effectu- 
ally  and  justly  for  all  parlies.     The  purposes  and  policy  of  our 
insolvent  system  are  too  obvious  to  require  comment.     Their 
manifest  aim  and  end  is,  the  release  of  the  person  and  future 
earnings  of  the  debtor;  not  only  from  a  feeling  of  humanity  to 
the  debtor,  but  also  upon  principles  of  public  policy,  founded 
on  tlie  interest  which  society  has  in  promoting  the  happiness 
and  stimulating  the  industry  of  all  its  members.   ^And  if  the 
benign  purposes  of  this  system  were,  in  fact,  accomplished  by 
its  practical  operation,  there  would  be  some  force  in  this  objec- 
tion; although,  even  then,  it  would,  as  it  seems  to  us,  be  diffi- 
cult to  maintain,  that  the  debtor,  seeking  the  same  ends  by  the 
condition  he  proposed,  was  guilty  of  a  fraud.     It  so  happens, 
however,  that  our  insolvent  system,  in  consequence  of  the 
limited  authority  of  the  Stale  government,  is  incompetent  to 
accomplish  the  leading  purposes  which  it  had  in  view,  "the 
equal  distribution  of  all  the  property  of  the  debtor  annongk  all 
the  creditors,  and  the  discharge  of  the  debtor  from  all  his  debts." 
It  cannot  be  doubted  that  these  were  the  designs,  and  were  ex- 
pected to  be  the  results  of  this  system  when  it  was  fiiBt  estab- 
lished.   But  so  soon  as  it  was  decided  that,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  insolvent 
laws  of  the  State  could  have  no  operation  upon  the  foreign 
creditor,  these  designs  were,  in  a  great  measure,  subverted,  and 
It  has  become,  by  its  practical  operation,  a  system  which  prefers 
the  foreign  at  the  expense  of  the  domestic  creditor,  and,  at  the 
same  time,  leaves  the  debtor  entirely  at  the  mercy  of  the  foreign 
whilst  it  discharges  him  from  the  domestic  creditor.     And 
thus,  whilst  it  substantially  gives  the  foreign  creditor  a  prefer- 
ence as  to  the  property  the  debtor  then  has,  and  still  leaves  the 
person  of  the  debtor,  and  all  his  future  property,  exposed  to  the 
prosecution  of  such  creditor,  it  at  the  same  time,  whilst  it  post- 
pones the  domestic  creditor,  wholly  discharges  his  debt.     So 
that  the  very  creditor,  from  whom  alone  any  consideration  in 
the  eye  of  this  system  proceeds,  the  creditor  from  whom  the 
debtor  is  discharged,  is  the  creditor  postponed,  and  oftentimes 
whoHy  excluded  from  all  participation  in  the  debtor's  eflfects 
61        v,8 
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A  mere  reference  to  the  decision  of  this  courts  in  the  case  of 
Larrabee  vs.  Talbot^  will  illustrate  these  results.  The  debtor, 
no  matter  what  his  condition  of  insolvency,  may  prefer  the 
foreign  creditor,  or  distribute  all  his  property  by  such  prefer- 
ences, and  the  system  cannot  reach  them,  or  affect  his  right  to 
a  discharge  from  his  domestic  debts.  And,  as  the  insolveot 
laws  of  the  Stale  are  incompetent  to  release  from  the  foreiga 
claimant,  and  the  preference  of  such  claimant  is  not  illq^al  and 
improper,  their  result,  instead  of  equal  distribution,  is  only  to 
tempt  the  debtor  to  the  preference  of  the  foreign  claim.  Again, 
it  is  seUled,  that  no  transfer  of  the  debtor's  property,  by  opera- 
tion of  the  insolvent  laws,  consequent  upon  the  debtor's  appli- 
cation for  the  benefit  of  them,  can  affect  the  foreign  creditor's 
right  to  pursue  that  property  even  into  the  hands  of  the  trustee 
appointed  under  his  application.  And  hence  the  insolvent  laws, 
even  after  the  application  of  the  debtor,  and  the  appointment 
of  his  trustee,  are  incompetent  to  put  the  foreign  creditor  to  his 
election,  whether  he  will  come  in  and  partake  equally  of  the 
property,  on  condition  of  the  dischaige  of  the  debtor,  or  keep 
out  and  retain  his  rights  and  remedies  unaffected  by  the  appli- 
cation. 

In  view  of  these,  the  actual  results  of  the  system,  we  are, 
then,  certainly  justified  in  saying,  that  whilst  our  laws,  by  the 
adoption  of  this  system,  acknowledge  and  establish  the  policy 
and  justice  of  the  proposition,  ''that  the  debtor,  surrendering 
all  he  has,  should  be  released,"  they  utterly  fail  in  their  opera- 
tion as  to  their  two  great  objects,  ^<  equal  distribution  of  all,  and 
discharge  in  consideration  of  it."  And  we  might  add,  that  so 
far  as  the  home  creditor  is  concerned,  and,  perhaps,  the  debUr 
too,  it  were  better  that  the  system,  as  tending  to  defeat  its  own 
purposes,  were  abolished,  if  some  mode  of  accomplishing  these 
objections  cannot  be  constitutionally  introduced  as  a  part  of  the 
system.  Certain  it  is,  as  it  seems  to  us,  that  it  affords  no  such 
relief  to  either  party,  debtor  or  creditor,  as  it  contemplated,  and 
no  such  substitute  for  the  debtor's  power  of  making  terms  with 
his  creditors,  as  ought  to  disarm  him  of  his  common  law  power 
of  prsferenee,  when  exerted  for  no  other  purpose  than  that  of 
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futnre  release,  in  considemlion  of  the  surrender  of  all  the  pro- 
perty he  has  any  title  to,  or  can  convey.  And  it  is  only  by  the 
instrumentality  of  such  deeds  as  the  present,  that  the  policy 
embalmed  in  our  insolvent  system,  can  be  carried  out,  and  by 
tlie  aid  of  an  acknowled^d  common  law  right,  which  conflicts 
with  no  provision  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  and 
which,  whilst  it  leaves  every  creditor  free  to  elect  or  reject  at  his 
pleasure,  ensures  to  the  creditor  all  the  debtor  has,  and  equality 
in  participation  of  it,  on  no  harder  terms  than  those  of  future 
release.  Nothing  that  the  insolvent  laws  can  do,  tan  force  the 
foreign  creditor  either  to  discfaaige,  or  come  in  tind  take  his 
equal  dividend.  But,  by  these  deeds,  the  option  is  presented 
to  him,  of  placing  himself  on  the  same  platform  with  the  home 
creditor,  or,  if  he  declines  this  equality,  of  retaining  all  his 
rights  and  remedies,  for  the  future,  unimpaired.  And,  upon 
principles  of  justice,  his  exclusion,  if  he  seeks  more  than  equal- 
ity, can  hardly  be  condemned  as  fraudulent,  whilst,  at  the 
same  time,  the  prospect  of  present  exclusion  tends  to  promote 
the  other  great  object  of  the  law,  in  the  release  of  the  debtor 
from  pecuniary  thraldom.  And,  as  to  the  domestic  creditors, 
it  is  manifest  that  the  effect  of  such  conditional  deeds  is  highly 
advantageous,  by  promoting  and  securing  an  equal  and,  there- 
fore, equitable  distribution  amongst  all,  and  giving  them  some 
consideration  for  dischaige,  where,  otherwise,  they  are,  by  law, 
subject  to  the  discharge,  and  may,  at  the  same  time,  be  exclu- 
ded from  any  share  of  the  present  property  of  the  debtor,  for 
the  benefit  of  other  creditors,  who,  whilst  they  are  preferred  as 
to  the  present  possessions  of  the  debtor,  retain  their  rights  un- 
impaired for  the  future,  so  far  as  their  claims  are  undischaiiged 
by  the  property  the  debtor  then  has. 

This  objection,  as  we  have  already  remarked,  concedes,  that 
so  Air  as  the  object  of  these  deeds  is,  to  obtain  the  release  of 
the  person  and  future  earnings  of  the  debtor  upon  a  foir  sur- 
render of  all  the  property  he  has,  it  is,  in  the  eye  of  our  law, 
a  proper  object,  but  that  it  is  one,  for  the  attainment  of  which 
it  is  not  necessary  to  sustain  such  deeds,  because  it  is  one  which 
is  more  happily  and  more  justly  arrived  at,  by  leaving  the  debt- 
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or's  effects  to  admiDistration  in  iosolvency.  This  capacity  of 
our  insolvent  laws  to  bring  about  the  same  results,  if  admitted^ 
would  not,  as  has  already  been  said /demonstrate  that  there 
would  be  any  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  debtor,  in  attempting  to 
arrive  at  the  same  results  by  his  own  voluntary  act  or  deed. 
It  can  never  be  a  fraud  upon  the  law  to  carry  out  purpoaesi 
which  the  law  itself  not  only  recognises  as  proper,  but  which 
it  also  makes  the  basis  of  its  own  action,  whenever  it  assumee 
the  administration  of  the  insolvent's  effects,  and,  therefore,  if 
it  were  even  admitted  that  under  the  stern  principles  of  the 
common  law>  as  it  existed  before  the  introduction  of  bankrupt 
or  insolvent  systems,  there  might  be  some  objection  to  the  debt- 
or's requiriiig  a  dischaige  on  such  termsy  it  ceases  the  instant 
the  law  itself  is  so  modified  as  to  make  a  concession  of  the 
same  terms  of  discharge  a  just  ingredient  in  the  obligations  of 
.contracts.  At  the  common  law,  when  unmodified  by  bank- 
rupt or  insolvent  systems,  the  |)erson  and  property  of  the  debtor 
were  forever  exposed  to  the  prosecution  of  the  creditor,  and 
nothing  but  the  grave  could  shut  him  out  from  the  pureuit  of 
the  person.  Yet,  even  under  that,  as  will  be  seen  by  the  con- 
vincing decisions  of  the  English  courts,  hereafter  referred  to, 
the  law,  from  principles  of  humanity,  tolerated  the  debtor  in 
making  his  discharge  a  condition  of  his  conveyance.  But 
when  the  law  itself  adopts  the  right  of  dischaif^e  as  a  rule  for 
its  own  government,  in  its  control  over  the  relation  of  debtor 
and  creditor,  all  pretence  of  fraud  upon  the  law  must  ceaae^ 
and  the  debtor  asking  such  dischaige,  instead  of  exercising  a 
right  connived  at  or  barely  tolerated,  is  now  acting  under  and 
in  obedience  to  the  policy  of  the  law.  It  is  the  peculiar  excel- 
lence of  the  common  law,  that  it  consists  of  a  system  of  princi- 
ples, which  contract  or  expand,  to  meet  the  changes  in  the 
condition  or  institutions  of  society,  and  which  are  susceptible 
.  of  ready  adaptation  to  its  ever  varying  exigencies.  As  is  justly 
remarked  by  Lard  Mansfield^  (\  Dumf.  and  East.^  8:)  ^' As 
the  times  alter,  new  customs  and  new  manners  arise,  these 
occasion  exceptions,  and  justice  and  convenience  require  differ- 
ent applications  of  those  exceptions  within  the  principle  of  the 
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general  rule.^^  And  again  he  says,  (3  Douglas,  373:j  **Ab 
the  usages  of  society  alter,  the  laiv  must  adapt  itself  to  the  va- 
rious silualions  of  maokiDd.'*  And  it  cannot  therefore  be 
doubted,  that  where  the  law,  as  modified  by  bankrupt  or  insol- 
vent systems,  has  declared  the  debtor's  right  to  a  discharge 
upon  a  iiair  surrender  of  his  property,  the  debtor,  in  the  eye  of 
the  law,  commits  no  fraud  in  exacting  such  a  discbarge  in  his 
voluntary  conveyance  of  alh  and  when,  as  we  have  already 
sbown^  the  insolvent  system,  from  causes  beyond  its  control 
and  beside  lis  intent,  fails  to  accomplish  that  which  it  aimed 
at,  it  is  still  more  manifest  that  the  debtor,  seeking  by  his  vol- 
untary deed  to  arrive  at  the  same  results,  and,  in  a  great  meas- 
ure, accomplishing  by  it  what  the  law  utterly  fails  in,  instead 
of  committing  a  frauds  is  rather  to  be  regarded  and  favored  as 
iiuoistering  to  the  purposes  of  the  law. 

But  it  is  further  objected,  that  in  cases  of  discharge  under 
the  insolvent  law,  the  creditor  is  entitled  to  the  right  of  recourse 
to  the  debtor^s  future  acquisitions,  by  gift,  devise,  descent,  or 
in  a  course  of  distribution,  which  right  is  lost  or  surrendered  by 
releases  exacted  under  such  deeds  as  the  present.  So  far  as 
such  deeds  aim  at  the  release  of  the  dibtor^  8  person  and  future 
earnings y  this  objection  concedes  that  there  is  no  fraud,  and 
as  we  have  already  remarked,  such  a  release  is  in  accordance 
with  the  settled  policy  of  the  law  in  this  State,  and  may  right- 
folly  be  demanded  upon  the  terms  of  a  total  surrender  of  his 
property.  And  then  it  comes  round  to  the  question,  ^Ms  the 
exaction  of  the  release  fraudulent  under  the  statute  of  Eliza- 
beth or  at  common  law,  because,  by  the  surrender  of  the  debt, 
the  creditor  loses  the  power  of  proceeding  in  future,  not  against 
the  property  which  the  debtor  then  has,  or  can  they  convey 
(for  that  is  conveyed,)  but  against  property,  which,  by  possi- 
bility, the  debtor  may  thereafter  acquire  by  the  bounty  of 
others  or  the  bounty  of  the  law,  and  to  which,  at  that  period, 
he  has  not  a  shadow  of  title?"  Of  such  interests  it  is  to  be 
observed,  that  they  are  what  the  law  terms  ^'  naked  possibili- 
ties," and  are  not  recognised  by  the  common  law  as  interests 
at  all,  60  as  to  be  assignable  in  any  mode,  or  as  incapacitating 
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the  party  as  a  witness  because  of  interest.  They  are,  in  other 
words,  mere  expectancies,  or  hopes  of  gifl  or  succession,  which 
in  the  eye  of  the  common  law,  constitute  no  present  or  vested 
title,  right  or  interest  whatever,  which  the  debtor  could  convey. 
Nor  are  they  interests,  which  the  deed  in  the  present  case  ope* 
rates  upon  by  way  of  conveyance^  and  it  Would  seem  to  us  to 
be  almost  a  solecism  in  term,  to  say  that  a  deed  is  to  be  held 
fraudulent  and  void,  as  a  fraudulent  conveyance  of  property  at 
the  common  law,  only  because  the  release  of  the  debt  may 
prevent  a  possible  recourse  to  an  expectancy  which  the  com* 
mon  law  considers  at  the  time  of  making  the  deed  ^  as  no  rights 
title  or  interest  whatever,  and  which  the  deed  itself  cannot  con- 
vey, and  does  not  profess  to  convey. 

On  this  subject,  we  beg  leave  to  refer  to  the  language  of 
the  court,  in  6  Rawlcy  226,  where  that  eminent  judge,  Chief 
Justice  Gibsouy  whilst  holding  that  the  debtor,  if  he  exacts  a 
release,  must  convey  all  his  property,  remarks:  "But  why,  ft 
may  be  demanded,  shall  not  the  debtor  be  suffered  to  stipulate 
for  a  part  of  the  property,  as  well  as  for  the  exemption  of  bis 
person  and  future  acquirements?  The  answer  is,  that  the 
statute,  by  which  alone  any  stipulated  exemption  is  prohibited^ 
looks  but  to  property  which  may  be  the  subject  of  presertt 
assignment.  It  protects  the  creditor's  recourse  to  the  property 
conveyed,  by  avoiding  all  conveyances  that  would  delay,  hin- 
der and  defraud  him  of  it^  without^  however,  protecting  his 
recourse  to  anything  else,  because  the  assignment  cannot  oper- 
ate on  anything  else."  The  point  of  these  remarks  is  obvious; 
the  statute  of  Elizabeth^  {which  is  but  in  afSrmance  of  the 
common  law,)  bad  reference  to  conveyances  and  assignments 
creating  a  delay  and  hindrance  by  passing  such  interests  as 
were  then  assignable,  and  were  in  fact  assigned  by  the  deed 
objected  tO)  and  not  to  mere  possibilities  or  expectancies,  such 
as  a  possible  donee,  heir,  devisee  or  legatee,  might  thereafter 
acquire  by  gift,  devise,  descent,  or  in  a  course  of  distribution. 
The  statute  has  reference  to  conveyances  made  to  hinder  and 
delay  creditors  in  the  collection  of  their  debts,  and  to  such  in- 
terests as  a  conveyance  may  pass ^  and  not  to  mere  expeetaff- 
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cies,  which  are  not  the  subject  of  assignment.  The  convey- 
ance objected  to  in  this  case,  does  not  and  cannot  be  pretended 
to  pass  any  such  espectancies^  and,  therefore,  does  not,  as  a 
mere  conveyance,  put  them  out  of  the  reach  of  the  creditor. 
Their  future  exemption,  if  they  fall  in,  only  results  from  the 
creditor's  agreeing  to  release  his  debt,  and  the  mere  incidental 
result  of  it  in  working  a  surrender  of  a  possible  recourse  at 
some  future  day  to  a  possibility  y  could  hardly  be  regarded  as  a 
fraud  within  the  contemplation  of  this  statute.  The  fact  that 
the  insolvent  laws  may  save  these  expectancies  for  creditors, 
does  not  prove  that  the  required  surrender  of  them  by  the  sur- 
render of  the  debt,  is  therefore  a  fraud  under  the  statute  of 
Elizabeth.  The  single  question  is,  ^^  does  the  common  law 
or  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  hold  a  conveyance  fraudulent  and 
void,  which  in  fact  conveys  and  dedicates  to  the  use  of  the 
creditors,  all  the  property  to  or  in  which  the  debtor  has  then 
any  right,  title  or  interest,  or  which  he  can  convey,  in  consid- 
eration of  a  release,  merely  because  that  release  might  surrender 
a  possible  recourse  to  a  mere  expectancy,  which,  at  the  period 
of  the  release,  is  not  a  right,  tide  or  interest  known  to  the  law?" 
And  we  submit,  that  such  a  possible  result  does  not  constitute 
a  fraud  under  either. 

And  we  may  here  add  with  reference  to  the  practical  value 
of  this  objection  to  such  releases,  that  in  fact  it  seldom,  if  ever, 
surrenders  anything;  for  so  long  as  it  is  shown  that  such  gifts, 
devises,  &c.,  if  made,  will  fall  within  the  grasp  of  the  credi- 
tor>  this  very  knowledge  prevents  the  making  of  them,  and 
they  are  made  to  others  of  his  family,  or  so  covered  as  to  elude 
observation.  The  surrender,  in  effect,  at  the  time  when  it  is 
made,  takes  nothing  from  the  grasp  of  the  creditor  which  be- 
longs to  the  debtor,  or  will  probably  ever  belong  to  him  whilst 
he  remains  such  a  debtor. 

Having  thus  explained  the  grounds  on  which  we  presume  to 
think  that  a  debtor,  upon  principle,  may,  in  a  conveyance  of 
all  his  property,  prefer  such  of  his  creditoi-s  as  will  release  him 
from  payment  of  their  debts,  we  proceed  next  to  show  that  such 
alignments  are  equally  sustainable  by  authority.     In  the  pro- 
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gress  of  our  researches  in  English  books,  we  have  discovered 
no  case  in  which  the  validity  of  such  conditional  preferences 
has  been  doubted  by  the  court,  and  only  one  in  which  they  have 
been  questioned  in  argument.  Compositions  between  the  debtor 
and  his  creditors,  are  of  very  frequent  occurrence,  and  they  rest 
on  the  acisnowledged  right  of  the  debtor  in  surrendering  up  his 
property,  to  stipulate  for  advantages  to  himself.  The  numer- 
ous cases  in  which  compositions  have  been  enforced,  constitute 
a  part  of  that  <^  uniform  current  of  English  decisions"  which 
the  present  chief  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  relies  on  as  sus- 
taining the  validity  of  those  conditional  preferences. 

There  are,  also,  cases  in  which  the  validity  of  the  preferences 
is  affirmed.  The  Kiiigy  in  aid  of  Braddock  vs.  Watseny  3 
PricCy  6,  is  a  case  of  this  description.  This  has  been  charac- 
terised as  a  Inild  case.  But  the  report  leaves  no  difficulty  in 
ascertaining  the  material  facts  which  were  presented,  the  ques- 
tions which  were  discussed,  or  the  grounds  of  the  decision. 
The  defendant's  plea,  which  was  admitted  by  the  demurrer, 
states  that  the  assignment  was  of  all  the  debtor's  estate,  in  trust, 
for  the  benefit  of  all  his  creditors,  but  contained  a  proviso,  that 
in  consideration  of  said  assignment,  the  creditors  should  take 
the  same,  and  the  moneys  to  arise  therefrom,  ^Mn  full  satisfac- 
tion and  discharge  of  their  several  and  respective  debts  then 
due  and  owing  to  them,  and  release  the  said  debts  then  due 
and  owing  to  them,  and  release  thesaid  debtor iherefrom."  It 
was,  no  doubt,  the  original  design,  that  all  the  creditors  should 
concur  in  this  deed.  But  it  is  expressly  stated,  that  several 
creditors,  including  Braddock ,  had  refused  to  execute  it.  The 
plea  averred,  that  the  debts  due  to  the  assignees  and  other  credi- 
tors, who  had  executed  the  deed,  exceeded^  in  amount,  the 
value  of  the  property  assigned.  And  the  defence  rests  on  this 
ground. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  insisted,  that  the  ^'assignment 
was  fraudulent  under  the  Stat.  13  £/i2;.,  as  against  Braddock, 
and  might,  therefore,  be  avoided  by  him . "  This  was  the  more 
strongly  pressed  ^'from  the  fact  of  there  being  inserted  in  the 
assignment  a  condition  to  be  imposed  on  all  who  should  entitle 
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ibemselTes  tq  benefit  under  it,  by  sig^ning  it,  that  tbey  should 
release  the  debtor  from  the  rest  of  their  demands,  in  considera- 
tion of  such  dividend  as  they  should  receive."  The  court  de- 
clared: '<  There  is  certainly  no  fraud  in  this  case,  affecting  thei 
assignment  which  has  been  made  for  the  equal  benefit  of  all 
creditors.  Braddock  as  well  as  the  rest."  This  is  a  very  ^'  com- 
mon arrangement,  which  it  would  be  very  injurious  to  disturb." 
And  RichardSj  Baron,  after  explaining  the  case  of  Picksiock 
vs.  Lyster,  3  A/.  4*  S.y  371,  added:  '-  Such  a  deed  certainly 
ought  not  to  be  avoidable  by  any  particular  creditor  not  at- 
tempted to  be  excluded  from  the  benefit  of  it;  and  no  such  at- 
tempi  has  been  made  in  the  present  instance, ^^  The  tender 
of  a  preference,  on  condition  that  the  creditor  will  release,  is 
not  an  attempt  to  exclude  him  from  the  benefit  of  the  assign- 
ment. Here,  then,  we  have  a  case  in  which  the  facts^  as 
pleaded,  present  the  very  issue.  The  question  raised  on  the 
validity  of  those  conditionat  preferences,  is  earnestly  discussed^ 
and  it  is  directly  met  and  decided.  But  the  court  did  more 
iban  decide  the  question.  It  is  declared,  that  the  deed  in  this 
form  ^ Ms  a  very  common  arrangement."  And  the  counsel, 
himself,  argues  chiefly  from  the  special  circumstances,  as  if  con- 
scious that  the  general  question  had  been  settled  by  the  com- 
mon consent  of  the  profession  against  him.  Amongst  other 
aigumeots  urged,  it  was  insisted,  that  the  condition  operated 
<Uo  compel  the  creditor  to  accede  to  a  composition  which  the 
bankrupt  laws  could  not  force  him  to  submit  to.  A  creditor 
may  object  to  sign  a  bankrupt's  certificate,  whereby  he  keeps 
his  future  effects  liable."  This  argument  failed  of  efiect,  and 
would  be  wholly  misplaced  in  Marylandy  where  the  discharge 
is  a  full  protection  to  all  future  acquisitions. 

The  question  was  again  presented  in  the  case  of  Owen  vs. 
Body,  5  Ad.  ^  EUis,  28,  f  31  Eng.  C.  i.,  254,;  and  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  question  is  discussed  and  determined,  confirms 
us  in  the  inferences  which  we  have  deduced  from  the  preceding 
case  of  the  King  vs.  Watson,  that  the  common  opinion  at 
Westminster  is  fixed  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  those  conditional 
preferences.  The  assignment  was  made  by  an  inn-keeper,  of 
62        V.8 
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all  bis  effects^  including  his  interest  in  the  bouse,  for  the  equal 
benefit  of  all  his  creditors  who  would  execute  the  deed,  and 
^^  accept  and  take  the  dividend  or  dividends,  to  arise  and  be  pro- 
duced out  of  and  from  the  said  goods,  and  chattels,  and  effects^ 
in  full  satisfaction  of  his  debt."    The  deed  likewise  authorized 
the  trustees  so  long  as  they  should  think  it  desirable  and  ad- 
vantageous to  do  so,  to  ^'continue  and  carry  on  the  business" 
of  the  grantor  in  the  deed  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors.     The 
deed  was  executed  by  the  trustees  and  two  other  creditors,  but 
not  by  the  defendants,  who  were  also  creditors.     The  trustees 
entei'ed  into  possession,  and  continued  the  business  through  the 
agency  of  the  grantor.     The  defendants  recovered  judgments 
against  the  grantor,  and  laid  their  executions  on  the  goods.     Oa 
their  part  it  was  insisted,  that  the  deed  was  not  valid  as  against 
the  creditors  who  had  not  executed  it,  ^^  being  only  a  transfer 
of  it  to  the  intent  that  the  parties  executing  it,  might  carry  oa 
the  business  of  partners;"  and  in  the  argument  in  reply,  their 
counsel  insisted,  that  it  was  not  '^  a  bona  fide  assignment  witbia 
the  authority  of  Pickstock  vs.  Lyster,  because  the  goods  were 
not  conveyed  for  the  direct  object  of  their  being  converted  into 
money,  and  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  debts,  but  to  be  traded 
with.^^    It  was  '^an  assignment  on  speculation."    '^In  the 
case  of  a  regular  assignment,  the  creditor  coming  in,  entitles 
himself  to  a  dividend,  and  runs  no  risk.     But  here^  such  a 
creditor  would  be  a  partner  with  the  trustees,  taking  the  profits 
of  the  hotel,  liable  for  the  debts  incurred  in  carrying  it  on,  and> 
perhaps,  even  subject  to  the  bankrupt  laws. ' '    Lord  Denman^ 
after  the  alignment,  stated  that  the  question  discussed  was  very 
doubtful,  and  the  court  would  take  time  to  consider  it.     At  a 
subsequent  day,  he  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  which 
was  adverse  to  the  validity  of  the  assignment.    ^^The  deed 
imposed  such  terms  as  might  have  constituted  a  partnership 
among  the  persons  executing  it;  and  those  wtxe  terms  to  which 
the  creditors  were  not  bound  to  submit."    It  is  hardly  possible 
that  the  counsel  and  the  court  could  have  overlooked  the  fact^ 
that  the  assignment  preferred  creditors  who  should  execute  re- 
leases to  the  debtor.     The  only  inference  which  occurs  to  us, 
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18;  thftt  the  conditional  preference,  per  se,  would  have  been 
deemed  lawful. 

In  Tatlock  vs.  Smith,  6  Bing.y  339,  f  19  Eng.  C.  L.,  94J 
an  agreement  had  been  entered  into  between  the  debtor  and 
his  creditors  for  a  composition.  A  deed  was  prepared  and  pre- 
sented to  the  debtor;  but  he  refused  to  execute  it,  objecting  to 
the  sufficiency  of  the  release  therein.  The  plaintifis,  being 
creditors,  thereupon  commenced  this  action  against  their  debtor, 
insisting  that  the  failure  of  the  debtor  to  execute  the  deed, 
avoided  the  agreement.  The  court  held,  that  the  deed  tendered 
was  not  in  proper  form,  and  the  defendant's  objection  was, 
therefore  reasonable;  that,  in  any  event,  the  action  was  prema- 
ture, as  the  defendant  could  not  be  put  in  default  until  the  deed 
had  been  executed  by  all  the  creditors,  and,  in  this  form,  ten- 
dered to  him  for  execution ;  and  (which  is  the  material  point,) 
that  the  agreement,  having  been  in  part  performed  by  the  debtor, 
was  binding  on  all  his  creditors  who  had  entered  into  the  agree- 
ment. Upon  this  case,  we  would  respectfully  remark,  that  if 
the  conveyance  of  the  debtor's  estate  in  trust  for  creditors  who 
assent  to  certain  terms  prescribed  by  him,  would  be  fraudulent 
and  void,  as  against  the  policy  of  the  Stat.  13  Eliz.,  cA.  5,  or 
at  common  law;  an  agreement  for  a  composition  on  such  terms, 
so  long  as  it  remains  executory,  ought  not  to  be  respected  or 
enforced,  even  as  against  the  creditor  who  had,  under  the  in- 
fluence of  undue  coercion,  assented  thereto.  The  principle 
undoubtedly  is,  that  an  agreement  is  not  to  be  executed  which, 
when  executed,  will  be  set  aside  as  fraudulent  against  other 
persons.  Nor  is  there  any  equity  in  favor  of  the  debtor  arising 
out  of  the  fact,  that  he  has  surrendered  a  part  of  his  effects  in 
part  performance  of  such  agreement.  We  infer,  from  the 
court's  opinion,  that  the  object  contemplated  by  the  agreement, 
does  not  contravene  the  policy  of  the  law;  on  the  contrary,  that 
the  debtor  may  legally  exert  the  influence  which  his  control 
over  his  property  secures  to  him,  in  order  to  coerce  his  creditors 
into  reasonable  terms  of  composition. 

Without  troubling  the  court  with  references  to  other  cases  in 
which  the  judgment  of  the  court  necessarily  assumed  the  va- 
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lidity  of  those  conditional  preferences,  we  may  content  oarselves 
with  the  broad  assertion,  that  '^  there  is  no  case  to  be  found  in 
the  English  books  in  which  a  contrary  opinion  has  been  ex- 
pressed by  the  court,  or  (if  we  except  the  case  of  the  King  w. 
Watson y  Already  alluded  to,)  even  by  counsel  in  argument." 

Admiuing,  then,  that  the  more  recent  American  cases  are  in 
a  Slate  of  distressing  conflict  with  each  other,  we  will  proceed 
to  show  that,  in  the  language  of  the  present  chief  justice  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  in  While  vs.  Winn  and  Boss,  ^^  The  weight 
of  judicial  authority,  in  this  country,  is  in  favor  of  Ihe  right  of 
(be  debtor,  (in  the  absence  of  any  bankrupt  or  insolvent  law,) 
by  a  conveyance,  devoting  his  entire  estate  to  the  payment  of 
his  debts,  to  prefer  creditors  who  will  consent  to  release  him 
from  these  claims,  to  other  creditors  who  will  not  accept  such 
terms." 

^'  Such  are  the  conclusions  of  the  tate  Chancellor  Kent  and 
Justice  Strnf/f  whose  concurrent  opinions  on  those  subjects  (and 
may  we  not  add,  on  all  legal  subjects?)  deserve  the  highest  con^ 
siderations." 

In  2  Story  Eq.^sec.  1039,  it  is  stated,  as  a  general  conclu- 
flion  from  the  eases,  that  priorities  and  preferences,  by  debtors, 
in  favor  of  particular  creditors,  ^^  are  not  deemed  fraudulent  or 
inequitable;  and  even  ^  stipulation  on  the  part  of  the  debtor, 
in  such  an  assignment,  that  the  creditors  taking  under  it  shall 
release  and  discharge  him  from  all  their  future  claims  beyond 
the  property  assigned,  will,  it  seems,  be  valid  and  binding  on 
such  creditors." 

The  learned  author  sustains  his  text  by  referring,  amongst 
others,  to  the  case  of  Hasley  vs.  Whitney^  4  Masoti,  207,  de- 
cided by  him  early  in  his  judicial  career.  The  influence  of 
this  case,  as  authority,  is  supposed  to  be  lessened  by  the  admis- 
sion of  the  judge,  in  page  230,  ^'that  if  the  question  were  en- 
tirely new,  and  many  estates  had  not  passed  upon  the  faith  of 
such  assignments,  the  strong  inclination  of  my  (his)  mind  would 
be  against  the  validity  of  them."  It  seenos  to  have  been  over- 
looked, that,  in  the  same  paragraph,  he  declares,  ^'that  the 
weight  of  authority  is  in  favor  of  the  stipulation,"  and  thai  he 
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yielded  to  that  authority  ^^wilheut  reluctance  J^  As  res  neva, 
the  ioclioatioD  of  bis  niiod  would  have  beeo  in  one  direction. 
Id  fulliluneDt  of  ooe  of  the  first  duties  of  the  judge,  he  was 
obliged  to  expound  and  apply  the  law  which  he  found  already 
established.  With  Lord  Almrdeyj  he  considered  that  what- 
ever the  private  opinions  of  the  judge  may  be^  it  is  safer  to  con- 
form to  the  established  decisions."  And  in  the  language  of 
Lord  Hardmckey  that  ^Ho  gratify  private  opinion,  established 
opinions  are  not  to  be  receded  from. "  He  thought  it  was  wiser 
'*  to  adliere  to  prior  determinations^  although  we  cannot  always 
understand  the  reasons  on  which  ihey  are  grounded/'  and 
could  not,  in  the  pursuit  of  a  refined  equity,  disturb  the  many 
tides  which  had  been  acquired  upon  the  faith  of  an  established 
rale. 

But^  again,  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  in  Halseyvs,  Whitney^ 
the  deed  did  not  merely  prefer  one  class  of  creditors  to  another. 
The  recusant  creditors  were  entirely  excluded  for  the  benefit 
of  the  debtor  himself*  The  entire  argument  of  the  learned 
judge  is  addressed  against  9uch  assignments.  We  shall  quote 
a  single  sentence  which  follows  his  review  of  the  New  York 
cases:  '<  Tried  by  this  principle,  the  stipulation  in  the  present 
case  would  make  the  assignment  utterly  void;  for  the  surplus, 
after  payment  of  the  assenting  creditors,  is  to  go  to  the  debtor." 
We  agree  that  the  principle  of  ^^ such  assignments"  is  very 
questionable.  They  transcend  the  limits  within  which  the  right 
of  preference  is  to  be  confined.  They  would  reserve  a  part  of 
his  efiects  to  the  debtor  himself,  and  would  carry  his  power  be- 
yond mere  preference. 

In  the  course  of  his  remarks,  the  learned  judge  assumed  that 
the  question  had  been  settled  in  Massackusetts,  The  correct- 
ness of  his  deductions  has  been  doubted;  but  we  are  inclined 
to  believe  that  he  is  sustained  in  his  view  by  the  cases  of  An- 
drews vs,  Ludlow y  5  Pick.  J  28,  and  Nostrand  vs.  Atwood,  19 
PicA.,  281. 

In  2  KerU^s  Oom.^  536,  the  chancellor  afiirras,  that  'Uhe 
weight  of  general  authority,  both  English  and  American,  is, 
that  an  assignment  by  a  debtor  of  all  his  property^  for  the  pay- 
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meat  of  his  debts,  and,  at  the  same  time,  giving  preferences 
and  requiring  an  absolute  release  from  each  creditor  who  ac- 
cedes, is  not  per  se  fraudulent  and  void.  The  circumstances 
of  the  delator  assigning  over  to  the  trustees  all  his  property, 
without  any  reservation  to  himself,  and  giving  the  surplus,  if 
any,  to  those  creditors,  if  any,  who  do  not  come  in  and  agree 
to  release,  on  taking  their  preferred  simre,  is  deemed  to  disarm 
the  transaction  of  all  illegality  and  unfairness." 

The  decisions  in  New  Yorky  anterior  to  the  case  of  Chrover 
vs.  WcLkemaUj  11  Wend, ,  187,  are  in  conformity  with  the  fore- 
going doctrines.  For  those  cases  in  which  the  aasignmeni  was 
avoided,  ^^did  not  turn  upon  the  naked  point  of  a  release,  but 
upon  that  as  incorporated  into  a  peculiar  trust/'  4Afa<oii, 
230.  As  in  Rigge  vs.  Murray,  2  Johns.  O.  C,  665,  where^ 
amongst  other  exceptionable  clauses,  there  ^as  a  power  of  re- 
vocation reserved  to  the  grantors.  In  Seaving  vs.  Brinkerhiff, 
6  Johns.  C.  C,  329,  the  conveyance  was  of  a  part  only  of  the 
grantor's  property.  In  Hydop  vs.  Clarke  14  Johns.,  458,  on 
the  refusal  of  any  one  creditor,  the  trust  was  avoided,  and  the 
grantors  were  authorised  to  declare  new  trusts.  And  in  Aua- 
tin  vs.  Bell,  20  JohtiS,,i42y  the  dividends  attributed  to  the 
creditors  who  would  not  release,  were  to  be  paid  over  to  the 
grantor.  It  must  be  admitted,  that  the  case  of  Graver  vs. 
Wakemctn,  more  recently  adjudged,  establishes  a  very  different 
rule  in  New  York.  That  case  has  been  truly  characterised  as 
'^  the  most  stem  decision  that  exists  either  in  England  or  in 
this  country,"  and  stands  in  most  striking  contrast  with  the 
decision  by  the  same  court  of  errors,  in  Murray  vs.  Riggs, 
16  Johns.,  671,  where  the  assignment  was  adjudged  to  be 
valid,  although  it  in  the  first  place  reserved  to  the  use  of  the 
giantors,  until  one  year  after  they  should  be  discharged  by  law 
from  their  debts,  $2,000  a  year;  gave  preferences,  empowered 
the  trustees  to  settle  with  the  creditors  on  certain  terms^  and 
provided  that  the  creditors  who  did  not  subscribe  to  the  condi- 
tions within  one  year,  or  should  knowingly  embarrass  the  ob- 
ject of  the  trust,  should  be  excluded.  Such  vacillation  detracts 
from  the  authority  of  any  judicial  tribunal,  and  would  lead  us 
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to  anticipate  within  the  next  cycle  another  modification  of  the 
doctrine.  For  the  present,  the  law  in  New  York,  would  ap- 
pear to  be  firmly  settled  against  the  validity  of  conditional 
assignments.  But  it  is  to  be  recollected,  that  the  policy  of  her 
laws,  regulating  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor,  is  very 
difierent  from  that  which  prevails  in  this  State;  and  that  the 
decision  in  Chwer  vs.  Wakemanj  rests,  in  part  at  least,  on 
the  ground  that  the  law  of  New  York  does  not  recognise  the 
right  of  an  insolvent  debtor  to  an  absolute  discharge  from  his 
debts,  although  he  may  make  a  cession  of  all  his  property  for 
the  equal  payment  of  all  his  debts.  See  Tracy^s  Opinion^ 
11  Wend.y  223. 

In  Pennsylvania  the  decisions  have  uniformly  supported 
the  validity  of  such  preferences.  In  Lippincoit  vs.  Barker,  2 
Binney,  174,  the  question  is  elaborately  discussed  by  counsel, 
and  is  pointedly  met  by  the  court.  The  assignment  in  that 
case  excluded  the  creditors  who  did  not  release.  The  animad- 
versions of  Mr.  Justice  Breckenridge  are  directed  chiefly 
against  such  assignments,  and  in  his  opinion,  a  deed  merely 
preferring  the  creditors  who  release,  would  be  far  less  excep- 
tionable. Mr.  Chief  Justice  Tilghman  could  see  no  good 
reason,  why  the  creditors  who  had  assented  to  the  assignment 
in  the  case  before  him  should  not  have  the  benefit  of  it.  With- 
out fatiguing  the  court  by  references  to  the  intermediate  cases, 
we  may  refer  to  5  Rawle,  221 ,  for  a  succinct  and  most  con- 
clusive vindication  of  the  right  of  the  debtor  to  create  condi- 
tional preferences.  At  first  glance,  says  Chief  Justice  Gibson, 
it  would  seem  difficult  to  reconcile  those  preferences  with  the 
requisitions  of  the  ^at.  13  Eliz.  But  the  inequality  is  pro- 
perly attributable  to  the  general  rule,  which  authorises  the 
debtor  in  failing  circumstances  to  create  any  prefeiences  what- 
ever; and  it  would  be  more  consistent,  to  declare  that  the  in- 
solvent debtor  should  be  trusteee  for  the  equal  benefit  of  his 
creditors,  and  to  provide,  by  a  system  of  coercive  bankruptcy, 
for  an  application  of  his  estate  to  the  payment  of  all  his 
creditors. 

In  Pierpcint  vs,  Grahame,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  Rep.,  the  late 
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Judge  Waskkfgtan  had  occaskm  to  express  bis  opiDion  on  the 
subject.  He  was  clear  *^  that  an  aseignment  in  tni^t  for  the 
benefit  of  such  creditors  as  should  release  their  debts,  is  founded 
on  a  good  and  valuable  consideration."  He  approved  of  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  UppincvU  vs.  Barker,  already  referred 
to;  and  likewise  of  the  case  of  Buller  vs.  Rkodes,  1  £p.f  236, 
where  a  creditor  was  held  bound  by  his  assent  to  a  simple 
agreement  for  a  composition.  In  his  opinion,  therefore,  the 
cases  in  which  a  composition  has  been  sustained,  are  authori- 
ties in  fiftvor  of  the  right  of  the  debtor  to  exact  releases  from 
the  creditors  he  may  prefer. 

In  Brashear  vs.  West,  7  Peters^  615,  the  assignment  ex- 
cluded all  creditors  who  should  not,  within  a  limited  term,  re- 
lease the  grantor.  The  court  was  ^'far  fiom  being  satisfied, 
that  upon  general  principles,  such  a  deed  ought  to  be  sus- 
tained." Nothing,  however,  is  intimated  in  regard  to  the 
validity  of  a  deed,  which,  providing  for  all  creditors,  should 
merely  prefer  those  who  released.  The  tendency  of  the  deed 
before  the  court  ''  is  to  delay  creditors.  If  there  be  a  surplus, 
this  surplus  is  placed  in  some  degree  out  of  the  reach  of  those 
who  do  not  release,  and  thereby  entitle  themselves  under  the 
deed."  It  did  not  tend  to  the  delay  of  crediiors  thereby  pro- 
vided for.  It  would  not,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  un- 
derstood by  us,  have  tended  to  the  delay  of  any,  if  the  surplus 
had  been  reserved  for  the  creditors  who  would  not  release. 
The  court  remarks  on  the  circumstances,  that  the  release  is  to 
be  '<  induced  by  the  necessity  arising  from  the  certainty  of 
being  postponed  to  all  those  creditors,  who  shall  not  accept  the 
terms  by  giving  the  release."  ^^Huma/lity  and  policy,  how- 
ever, plead  strongly  in  favor  of  leaving  the  product  of  bis  future 
labor  to  the  debtor."  ''This  certainly  furnishes  a  very  im- 
posing aiguraent  against  its  being  deemed  fraudulent."  And 
if  the  inclination  of  the  court  would  have  been  against  a  deed 
simply  giving  preferences  to  the  releasing  creditors,  we  are  at 
no  loss  to  conjecture  that  it  would  have  proceeded  on  the 
ground,  that  the  principle  of  leaving  his  future  labor  to  the 
debtor,  is  not  ''established  by  law"  in  this  country.     Happily 


OP  MArtYLANd.  497 


KetUewell  V9,  Stewart.— 1B49. 


for  (he  unfortunate  in  Maryland^  that  principle  is  a  part  of  our 
system  regulating  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor. 

It  would  be  tedious  and  unprofitable  to  review  all  the  caseg 
which  have  been  adjudged  in  this  country  on  this  subject. 
We  should  find  in  them  only  repetitions  of  the  views  expressed 
in  the  cases  to  which  we  have  already  referred.  It  will  be 
sufficient  then  to  say,  that  the  right  of  the  creditor  to  prefer 
conditionally  is  recognised  in  New  Hampshire^  5  New  Hamp.^ 
113,  Haven  vs.  Richardson.  In  Virginiay  8  Leighy  291  y 
Skipwith  vs.  Cunningham,  In  SoiUh  Omolina,  1  Rtchard- 
son^s  Eq.  Reps.y  217,  Le  Prince  vs.  GuiUemot.  2  HiWs 
Ch^ijy  443,  Niolan  vs.  Douglas.  And  in  Maincy  6  Oreenlf.y 
245,  Fhs  vs.  Adams.  6  Greenl/.y  395,  CancU  Bank  vs.  Cot. 
2  F\iir/.  y  45 ,  Todd  vs.  Bucknamy  against  the  decision  in  WariSy 
241  y  the  Brig  Watchman.  In  Alabama,  2  Stewart y  56,  BxA- 
inson  vs.  Rapelye.     12  AUz.y  101, 104.     17  Verm.y  311. 

In  Connecticut y  the  inclination  of  the  courts  seems  to  be 
against  the  right,  though  the  facts  present  cases  of  deeds  pro- 
viding for  the  creditors  releasing  only.  6  Cbnit.,  282,  Ingi*a- 
ham  vs.  Wheeler;  and  also  in  North  Carolinay  1  IredeUy  490, 
Hafner  vs.  Irwin.  In  Ohioy  the  validity  of  such  preference^ 
is  denied.  6  Ohioy  293,  Atkinson  vs;  Jordan.  In  Missouri, 
which  seems  to  be  the  only  State,  besides  New  York  and  OhiOy 
where  the  right  of  the  debtor  to  prefer  has  been  expressly  n^[a* 
tived,  the  authority  of  the  English  cases  is  denied  on  the 
ground,  that  the  bankrupt  laws  in  that  country  secure  to  the 
debtor  the  benefit  of  a  final  discharge,  whilst  no  such  immunity 
is  afibrded  by  the  laws  of  Missouri.  6  Mo.y  302,  Brown  vs. 
Knox. 

From  such  contradictory  authorities,  what  rule  is  to  be  ex- 
tracted for  the  government  of  the  people  of  Maryland.  We 
find  no  adjudication  in  our  highest  court  expressly  on  the  point, 
other  than  Albert  vs.  Wimiy  which  the  court  has  permitted  us 
Vo  overlook.  But  we  do  find  that  cases  have  arisen  in  which 
the  very  point  was  directly  presented,  and  the  counsel  have 
failed  to  discuss  it.  We  know  that  from  the  earliest  times  to 
which  tradition  carries  us  back,  down  to  a  very  recent  period, 
63         v.8 
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the  profession  have,  with  common  consent,  affirmed  the  validity 
of  those  assignments.  And  in  every  commercial  crisis,  as  in  the 
years  1799, 1800,  again  in  1818, 1819,  and  again  in  1834,  the 
common  formula  of  the  alignment  contained  a  stipulation  for 
releases.  The  present  chief  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court 
informs  us,  that  "Mt  was  generally  understood  whilst  he  was  at 
the  bar,  and  indeed  he  had  not,  in  his  experience  as  a  member 
of  the  bar,  heard  it  doubted,  that  deeds  like  (he  present  were 
valid  in  this  State."  We  rely  then  on  the  common  consent  of 
the  profession,  and  the  geneml  acquiescence  of  the  community 
at  large,  and  upon  the  inconvenience  and  distress  which  will 
be  occasioned  by  opening  the  question  and  disturbing  the  very 
many  titles  which  have  been  acquired  upon  the  faith  of  such 
opinion  and  acquiescence,  as  niost  persuasive  in  favor  of  the 
validity  of  such  assignments.  We  rely  further  on  the  general 
tone  of  the  English  cases,  and  on  the  preponderance  of  au- 
thority in  this  country,  which  is  yet  more  increased  by  exclud- 
ing from  the  balance  the  cases  in  New  York  and  Missourij 
whose  policy  in  relation  to  debtor  and  creditor  differs  so  essen- 
tially from  our  own. 

The  last  argument  to  which  we  propose  to  address  ourselves, 
is  derived  from  the  circumstance,  that  in  several  States  where 
the  validity  of  conditional  assignments  has  been  sustained  by 
the  judicial  decisions,  the  legislature  has  interposed  and  estab- 
lished a  difTerent  rule.  In  the  view  which  we  have  been  ac- 
customed to  take  of  this  subject,  those  acts  of  legislative  inter- 
ference are  to  be  treated  as  amendatory  of  the  law — as  acts 
which  give  the  law  for  the  future,  and  which  confirm  the  adju- 
dications as  correct  expositions  of  law  for  the  past.  Those  acts 
certainly  indicate  a  change  of  policy  as  to  this  subject,  on  the 
part  of  the  legislatures  by  which  they  have  been  enacted.  Be- 
fore they  can  serve  as  precedents  to  be  incorporated  into  our 
legislation^  we  should  be  convinced  that  the  policy  of  the  States 
by  which  they  have  been  enacted,  in  relation  to  debtor  and 
creditor,  is  identical  with  our  own.  If  they  are  entitled  to  any 
influence,  they  serve  to  show  that,  independently  of  any  statu- 
tory regulation,  the  weight  of  authority  is  too  strongly  in  favor 
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of  those  conditional  preferences  to  be  removed  by  any  other 
than  legislative  power. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  would  respectfully  conclude: 

1st.  That  the  current  of  English  decisions  is  unbroken  in 
favor  of  the  righr  of  the  debtor  to  prefer  his  creditors  releasing 
him. 

2nd.  That  tlie  great  weight  of  authority  in  this  country,  is 
in  the  same  direction. 

3rd.  That  the  allowance  of  conditional  preferences  advances 
the  policy  of  our  whole  system  of  law  regulating  the  relation 
of  debtor  and  creditor;  and  affords  the  only  effectual  means  of 
accomplishing  the  objects  of  that  system. 

The  following  is  a  brief  note  of  the  opinion  delivered  by 
Chief  Justice  Thney,  in  the  case  of  White j  Warner^  Cb., 
vs.  Winn  and  Rossj  in  the  United  States  Circuit  court,  upon 
the  very  deed  decided  in  the  case  of  Albert  and  wife  vs.  Winn 
and  Ross,  7  Cfill,  446,  to  be  void: 

'^  The  material  part  of  this  case  may  be  thus  stated :  Janes,  on 
the  26th  October,  1846,  conveyed  all  his  property  and  effects 
to  Winn  and  Ross,  in  trust,  to  pay:  1st.  His  creditors  who 
should,  on  or  before  a  certain  day  thereafter,  deliver  to  the  trus- 
tees releases  of  their  claims  against  Jones.  2nd.  All  other 
creditors.  Jones  was,  at  this  time,  insolvent,  within  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  1834,  ch.  293,  and  the  trustees  were  aware 
of  his  situation.  On  the  11th  January,  1847,  Jones  applied 
for  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  laws,  and  Wifin  and  Ross  were 
appointed  his  permanent  trustees,  and  have  duly  qualified  as 
such.  On  the  15th  January,  1847,  the  plaintiffs  recovered 
judgment,  in  the  circuit  court,  against  Jones,  on  which  they 
issued  their  attachment,  and  laid  the  same  in  the  hands  of  the 
defendants.  Jones,  after  the  making  of  the  conveyance  before 
stated,  and  before  his  application  for  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent 
laws,  acquired  no  properly.  The  question,  therefore,  is,  whether 
the  plaintiffs  (who  are  citizens  of  the  State  of  Pentisyhania^ 
are  entitled  to  the  condemnation  of  the  property  of  Jones,  which 
Was  such  at  the  dale  of  the  conveyance  before  mentioned? 
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^^  The  chief  justice^  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  fireC 
addressed  himself  to  (he  objection  made  to  the  conveyance, on 
the  ground  that  it  prefers  creditors  who  should  release  their 
claims  against  the  grantor  to  others  who  refuse  to  make  such 
releases.  The  court,  he  soid,  was  not  prepared  to  affirm,  that 
preferences  of  this  character  are  entirely  consistent  with  the 
principle  of  the  Statute  of  13  Eliz,  But  they  are  sustained 
by  the  uniform  current  of  English  decisions.  And  ahhough 
the  more  recent  American  cases  are  in  conflict  with  each  other, 
H  may  be  safely  assumed,  that  the  weight  of  judicial  authority, 
in  this  country,  is  in  favor  of  the  right  of  .the  debtor,  (in  the 
absence  of  any  bankrupt  or  insolvent  law,)  by  a  conveyance 
devoting  his  entire  estate  to  the  payment  of  his  debts,  to  prefer 
creditors  who  will  consent  to  release  him  from  their  claims,  to 
other  creditors  who  will  not  accept  such  terms.  Such,  be  re- 
marked, are  the  conclusions  of  the  late  Chancellor  Kent  and 
Justice  Ston/y  whose  concurrent  testimony  on  the  subject  de- 
serves the  highest  consideration.  In  commenting  on  the  case 
of  Grover  vs.  Wakeman,  in  11  Wend.^  187,  which  is  the 
leading  authority  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  question,  be  re- 
peated, with  approbation,  the  remark  of  Ch,  Kent,  that  it  '<ap* 
pears  to  be  the  most  stern  decision  that  exists  either  in  England 
or  in  this  country,  on  the  subject."  Be  agreed  with  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Story,  in  Halsey  vs.  Whitney,  4  Mason,  206,  that  the 
question  is  one  of  local  law — to  be  determined  by  local  deci* 
sions,  if  they  exist — and  influenced  by  local  practice  and  local 
opinions,  if  such  practice  and  opinions  are  so  uniform  as  to  fur- 
nish evidence  of  the  local  law.  He  did  not  consider  the  case 
of  McCall  vs.  Hinckly,  under  the  circumstances,  as  a  control- 
ling authority.  But  it  was  generally  understood,  whilst  he  was 
at  the  bar,  and,  indeed,  he  had  not^  in  his  experience  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  bar,  heard  it  doubted,  that  deeds  like  the  present 
were  valid  in  this  State. 

'^  In  view  of  that  general  understanding  of  the  profession  so 
prevalent  and  so  long  entertained,  and,  as  is  believed,  frequent- 
ly adopted  in  practice — in  the  absence  of  any  overruling  deci- 
sion by  the  courts  in  Maryland-— and  in  deference  to  the  clear 
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weight  of  judicial  authority  elsewhere,  this  court  could  not  hesi- 
tate in  sustaining  the  deed  against  the  objection. 

^'But  the  court  was  also  of  opinion,  that  under  the  state  of 
iacts  admitted,  the  conveyance  created  undue  and  improper 
preferences  within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act  of  1834, 
ch.  203;  and  that  the  property  and  effects  thereby  conveyed, 
had  vested  in  the  defendants,  (garnishees,)  as  permanent  trus- 
tees of  Jones.  And  it  is  next  to  be  considered,  whether  the 
property,  thus  passing  into  the  hands  of  the  permanent  trustees, 
is  liable  to  the  attachment  of  the  plaintiffs? 

''  It  is  to  be  assumed,  that  the  plaintiffs,  as  citizens  of  Penn- 
«y/t«ma,are  not  bound  by  Jones*  application  for  the  benefit  of 
the  insolvent  laws.  They  may  deny  the  validity  of  the  pro- 
ceeding. But  can  they,  in  the  same  breath,  claim  a  right,  or 
exercise  a  privilege  which  that  proceeding,  only,  has  brought 
into  existence?  They  may  assert  their  remedy  against  property 
in  the  hands  of  the  permanent  trustees,  over  which  the  insol- 
vent had  a  control  at  the  time  of  his  application,  and  which, 
but  for  his  application,  might  have  been  subjected  to  their  exe- 
cution. "But  it  is  not  the  application  of  Jones  which  is  relied 
on  to  protect  the  property  in  question  from  the  attachment  of 
the  plainlifiTs.  That  property  did  not  belong  to  Jones  at  the 
time  of  his  application.  It  had  been  conveyed  to  others  by  a 
deed  good  at  the  date  of  its  execution,  which  remained  good  to 
the  time  of  his  application,  and  which,  but  for  that  application, 
would  have  remained  good  to  the  present  hour.  And  it  is  to 
be  observed,  that  the  deed  is  not  made  absolutely  void.  As 
against  all  others,  than  the  permanent  trustees,  it  is  yet  good; 
and  the  operation  of  the  law  in  their  favor,  is  to  transfer  the 
title  to  them  through  tlie  grantees^  for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
generally.  The  plaintiffs,  then,  are  reduced  to  this  dilemma: 
If  they  deny  the  validity  of  the  proceedings,  on  Jones^  appli- 
cation for  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  laws,  the  deed  will  afford 
a  sufiScient  protection  against  them.  If  they  insist  that  the 
deed  is  avoided  by  the  provisions  of  the  insolvent  law^  they 
must  claim  under  the  permanent  trustees  such  interest^  only^  as 
by  that  law  is  awarded  to  them. 
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^^  The  conclusion  is^  that  they  must  elect  to  be  non-suited,  or 
to  take  <i  dividend  of  the  fund  in  hand  of  the  trustees. '* 

MAQRtJDERy  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

We  are  required,  in  this  case,  to  assume,  that  (he  deed  which 
furnishes  the  matter  of  controversy,  was  a  conveyance  of  all 
the  property  of  the  grantor,  for  the  purposes  therein  expressed, 
and  the  court  is  asked  to  say,  that  all  such  deeds  are  fraudulent, 
if  impeached  by  creditors  not  parties  to  them,  although  nothing 
like  actual  fraud  was  designed. 

The  deed  is  a  deed  of  trust,  for  the  benefit,  principally,  of 
such  creditors  as  shall  release  their  claims,  but  securing  the  sur- 
plus to  such  as  do  not  release.  Can  creditors^  who  have  been 
invited,  but  refused  to  participate  in  the  trust  fund  ^  on  the  con- 
dition thereto  annexed,  ask  that  the  deed  be  declared  void,  to 
the  prejudice  of  the  rights  of  other  creditors  who  have  released 
their  claims,  and  thereby  acquired  a  title,  each  one  to  his  pro- 
portion of  their  trust  fund? 

In  the  case  of  McCall  and  others j  vs,  Hinkley,  ^c,  4  Gt//, 
128,  I  took  occasion  to  ex|)ress  my  opinion  of  such  deeds  at 
some  length,  and  to  cite  some  auihorities  which  induced  me  to 
think  that  deeds  like  this  are  valid.  I  have  no  disposition  again 
to  cite  them,  or  to  add  to  them  others.  It  seems  to  me^  that  it 
is  scarcely  to  be  believed  that  in  the  courts  of  England^  either 
before  or  since  the  American  revolution,  it  would  have  been 
decided,  that  deeds  of  this  description  were  forbidden  by  any 
common  or  statute  law. 

I  might,  indeed,  dispose  of  this  question,  and  would  dispose 
of  it,  satisfactorily  to  myself,  in  these  few  words: — ^A  debtor, 
though  in  failing  circumstances,  has  a  right  given  to  him  by  the 
common  law,  and  which,  it  has  been  decided,  is,  in  this  parti- 
cular, our  law,  to  prefer  one,  or  a  class  of  creditors,  to  others, 
by  paying,  or  securing  the  payment  of,  the  debt  due  to  him,  or 
each  of  them;  and  the  creditor  has  a  right  to  receive,  in  full 
satisfaction  of  his  claim,  a  lesser  sum  than  is  due  to  him.  This 
common  law  right  of  the  debtor,  no  English  statute  before  our 
revolution,  nor  act  of  Assembly  of  Man/land^  (bankrupt  and 
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insolvent  laws  are  not  here  to  be  noticed  j)  has  taken  from  such 
debtor;  and  until  our  General  Assembly  thinks  proper  to  deprive 
such  debtor  of  this  power,  our  courts  cannot  deny  it,  because 
of  their  notions  of  sound  policy,  or  of  sound  morality,  or  be- 
cause judges  elsewhere  may  claim  a  right  so  to  act. 

I  do  not  now,  for  the  first  time,  express  ray  fears  of  the  cry- 
ing evil  which,  if  it  be  not  checked,  must  result  from  the  prac- 
tice so  prevalent  in  our  courts,  of  relying  on  the  decisions  of 
courts  in  the  sister  States,  and  of  the  English  courts,  since  the 
revolution,  as  autliorilieSy  whence  we  are  to  learn  the  law  of 
Maryland.  In  these  notions  and  dreads,  I  am  not  singular. 
A  distinguished  jurist,  (the  late  Mr.  Duponceau,)  writing  upon 
this  subject,  asks:  ^'Are  we  to  wait  for  every  spring  and  autumn 
ship  from  England^  for  cargoes  of  the  decisions  of  the  courts 
of  Wesiminsler  Hall?  This  would  be  derogatory  to  our  na- 
tional independence,  and  some  States  have  already  shown  their 
sense  of  this  proceeding,  by  prohibiting  the  reading,  in  our 
courts,  of  the  modern  English  adjudications.  Or,  are  we  to 
refer  to  that  mass  of  decisions  which  daily  issue,  in  the  form 
of  reports,  from  the  presses  of  the  jdifTerent  States?"  Of  these 
latter  he  says,  ^'  they  are  often  contradictory,  and  probably  will 
become  more  so." 

It  is  true,  it  is  sometimes  pretended  that  the  books  cited  are 
not  relied  on  as  authorities.  An  English  judge  first  cited 
PhiUips  on  Evidence  for  what  the  law  was,  and  then  added: 
^^  Which  I  refer  to,  not  as  authority,  but  as  proof  of  the  under- 
standing of  Westminster  Hall  on  the  subject."  We  cannot 
say  this  when  citing  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  our  sister 
States,  for  when  it  is  our  duty  to  learn  what  is  the  law  of  the 
State  in  which  a  decision  is  pronounced,  we  are  positively  for- 
bidden to  consult  for  it,  the  reported  decisions  of  the  courts  of 
such  Stales.  It  is  only  when  tiie  enquiry  is,  what  is  the  law 
of  Maryland?  that  such  extra  territorial  decisions  are  cited 
and  relied  on. 

With  respect  to  the  question  now  1o  be  decided,  the  evils  of 
regarding  the  courts  of  other  States  as  oracles  of  this  branch  of 
Maryland  law,  are  greater  than  in  the  decisions  of  very  many 
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questions.  In  some  of  the  States^  the  decisions,  we  are  told, 
(1st  Am.  Select  Oases,  p,  79  J  seem  to  be  grounded  upon  (he 
difficulties  respecting  the  powers  of  the  courts  to  compel  the 
trustees  to  execute  the  trust,  arising  from  (he  want  of  a  chan- 
cery jurisdiction.  It  cannot  be  proper,  then,  to  collect  all  the 
decisions  of  all  (he  courts  of  all  (he  Slates,  (except  those  of 
Maryland,  as  is  often  the  case,)  upon  the  question  to  be  decided 
and  then  pick  and  choose  from  among  them  such  h&w  as  is 
most  approved  of  by  the  court.  It  was,  with  great  propriety, 
said,  by  the  chief  judge  of  a  sisler  State,  that  <'  if  we  are  to  take 
up  the  decisions  of  all  the  States,  founded,  as  they  are,  upon 
local  customs,  colonial  necessities^  and  legislative  novelties,  and 
attempt  to  make  them  the  rule  of  adjudication,  we  shall  not 
only  disfigure  and  break  down  the  ancient  temple  of  justice  in 
which  we  so  much  glory,  but  pile  up,  in  its  place,  a  mass  of 
broken  fragments,  without  symmetry,  form  or  beauty.  Each 
of  the  States  adopted  some  portion ;  no  two  of  them  the  same 
portion  of  the  law  of  the  mother  country." 

The  learned  judge  might  have  added,  (hat  much  of  the  law 
of  every  State,  though  never  to  be  found  in  the  statute  book, 
is  of  home  manufacture.  '^  Much  of  the  law  of  every  country 
depends  upon  established  usage.  Legislation  can  only  settle 
principles,  while  the  application  of  those  principles  must  either 
be  left,  in  all  cases,  to  the  discretion  of  the  magistrate,  or  must 
be  modified  or  governed  by  judicial  decisions." 

I  liave  thus  spoken  of  the  evils  which  must  be  the  result  of 
using,  ad  authorities  here,  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  our 
sister  States;  not  because  a  majority  (indeed  it  would  seem  that 
very  few)  of  them  have  pronounced  such  deeds  to  be  void,  but 
because,  (hat  but  for  one  or  two  such  decisions  which  here 
would  be  regarded  as  judicial  legislation,  it  is  not  at  all  probable 
that  this  would  ever  have  been  considered  an  unsettled  question 
in  Maryland. 

The  question  before  us  is  often  regarded  (it  was  so  regarded 
by  Justice  Story,  4th  Mason,  206,)  as  one  of  those  questions 
to  be  decided,  to  be  sure,  by  local  decisions,  if  they  exist;  but 
in  the  absence  of  any  such  decisions,  to  rest,  in  a  great  measure,* 
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upon  local  opinions  and  local  practice,  if  therefrom  evidence' 
(itLtk  be  furnished  of  such  local  law.  For  this  i-eason,  in  the 
decision  of  the  case  to  which  I  have  already  alluded,  I  spoke 
of  the  learned  judge  who  pronounced  that  decision,  and  the 
peculiar  respect  which  is  due  to  his  opinion,  in  the  decision  of 
such  a  question.  Since  that  decision.  Chief  Justice  Taney 
has  pronounced  deeds  of  this  description  to  be  valid.  We 
have,  then,  the  opinion  of  the  thiee  oldest  lawyers  in  our  State, 
(speaking  rather  as  witnesses  than  as  jurists,)  whose  localUies, 
during  their  unusually  long  professional  lives,  enabled  them 
to  say  with  some  conidence,  that  ^^  whilst  they  were  at  the  bar. 
it  was  generally  understood,  and  in  their  experience  as  mem- 
bers of  the  bar,  they  had  never  beard  it  doubted,  ibai  deeds 
like  the  present  were  valid  in  this  State." 

We  have  also  the  further  fact  made  known  to  us,  that  in 
the  various  periods  of  great  commercial  distress,  deeds  of  this 
description  were  very  common,  were  approved  of,  and  so  far 
as  we  can  learn,  were  never  contested  in  this  community. 
This  communis  €piniOy  then,  has  been  made  ^^  the  ground- 
work and  substratum  of  practice;"  and  the  case  before  us,  is 
one  of  the  cases  spoken  of  by  a  learned  judge,  in  3  Maul,  if 
Sel.f  316,  as  evidence  of  what  the  law  is,  and  evidence,  too, 
which  our  courts  must  regard^or  they  will  deprive  our  citizens 
of  much  that  is  valuable  law.  Of  this,  there  is  very  much, 
not  to  be  found  in  our  volumes  of  reports,  and  not  there  simply 
because  it  was  never  formerly  doubted,  but  for  which  we  must 
depend  upon  <^ experience  and  traditionary  knowledge." 

Others,  however,  may  choose  to  think  and  reason  quite 
dilTerendy,  and  because  our  reports  furnish  us  with  no  express 
adjudication,  may  conclude,  that  the  question  is  to  be  regarded 
as  res  nova,  and  being  so,  it  must,  they  would  tell  us,  be  set- 
ded  upon  principle.  Perhaps,  however,  it  would  be  di£ScuIt 
to  refer  to  any  legal  principle  which  would  authorise  a  court  to 
deny  the  validity  of  such  deeds,  unless  it  would  choose  to  make 
a  law,  which  will  take  from  the  citizen  the  common  law  right 
of  the  debtor,  to  settle  the  claim  of  one  creditor,  leaving  unsatis*. 
fied  that  of  others.  Even  the  learned  judge^  with  whose  opior 
64        V.8 


506  CASES  IN  THE  COURT  OF  APPEALS 

I     .  ■  1     ^ 

Kettlewell  tw.  Stewart.— 1849. 

ion  we  are  furnished  in  1^^  Select  American  Oases,  73,  (and 
which  is  treated  as  the  leading  case  upon  this  subject  in  this 
country ,)  while  he  evidently  is  not  partial  to  such  deeds,  and 
declares,  that  it  is  difficult  at  a  glance  to  reconcile  the  mind 
to  a  decision  in  support  of  these  conditional  assignments  in  any 
case,  is  constrained  to  admit,  that  it  is  not  easy  to  point  out  a 
defect  in  the  argument  by  which  they  have  been  sustained, 
and  declared  the  deed  to  be  valid. 

An  attempt  was  formerly  made,  to  distinguish  between  pre- 
ferential trusts  and  preferential  payments,  in  dealing  with  those 
deeds:  but  this  mode  of  assailing  them^  seems  now  to  be  aban- 
doned. 

It  is  said,  that  such  deeds  practise  upon  the  hopes  and  fears 
of  the  creditor,  and  put  the  property  beyond  his  reach,  except 
on  terms  prescribed  by  the  debtor.  For  such  reason,  deeds 
of  this  description  are  to  be  declared  void  in  Maryland, 
'^although,"  in  the  language  of  Chief  Justice  Criteon,  ^'the 
immense  amount  of  property  held  by  the  title,  would  make  it 
dangerous  to  pause  as  to  the  validity  of  them." 

If,  to  use  the  language  of  the  objection,  the  hopes  and  feara 
of  all  the  creditors  are  practised  upon  with  success;  if  all  of 
them  assent  to  the  terms  prescribed  by  the  debtor,  then  it  is 
universally  conceded,  that  the  deed  is  valid;  that  neither  credi- 
tor nor  debtor  can  object  to  it.  And  yet,  if  only  one  creditor^ 
(no  matter  how  trifling  in  amount  is  his  claim,)  refuses  thus  to 
be  practised  upon^  and  will  not  assent  to  the  terms  of  the  deed 
of  trust,  he  may  object,  and  by  objecting,  may  deprive  all  the 
other  creditors,  (though  to  a  vast  amount,)  of  the  fund  to 
which  they  have  consented  to  look,  and  insist  upon  being  per- 
mitted to  look,  for  their  just  and  undisputed  claims.  This  right 
of  objecting  is  confined  to  the  creditors,  who  are  not  parties  to 
the  deed;  and  if  admissible^  upon  what  ground  can  a  similar 
attempt  be  resisted,  to  vacate  a  mortgage  to  any  of  the  creditors^ 
if  it  was  prescribed  by  the  debtor  as  the  condition  of  the  deed^ 
that  a  considerable  credit  should  be  given^  after  the  debts  were^ 
by  4be  terms  of  the  original  contract,  due? 

The  debtor  might  have  conveyed  the  same  property  in  trusty 
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lo  pay  every  creditor,  by  name,  every  debt  but  that  of  the  ob- 
jecting creditor;  and  to  such  a  deed  the  latter  could  make  no 
objection,  but  because  the  deed  enabled  him,  if  he  chose,  to 
make  himself  a  party,  he  acquires  by  his  refusal  to  be  a  party, 
a  right  to  deprive  all  others  of  the  benefit  of  it.  Surely  this 
cannot  be,  because  his  hopes  or  fears  were  practised  upon.  It 
is  certain,  that  he  is  not  the  person  to  complain  of  any  wrong 
done  to  the  other  creditors. 

It  18  an  objection  to  such  a  deed,  that  the  terms  nre  prescribed 
by  the  debtor;  yet  oftentimes  the  creditors,  themselves,  prescribe 
the  terms.     Then,  too,  would  the  deed  be  void? 

By  such  a  deed,  the  debtor,  instead  of  placing  his  property 
out  of  the  reach  of  his  creditors,  deprives  himself  of  all  control 
over  it;  puts  it  out  of  his  own  power  to  waste  it;  while  credi- 
tors, who,  perhaps,  have  not  as  yet  instituted  suits,  are  seeking 
to  obtain  judgments  against  him.  Even  the  creditors  who  have 
refused  their  assent  to  the  terms  of  the  deed,  have  an  interest  in 
the  trust  fund,  and  in  a  court  of  equity  can  compel  an  admin- 
istration of  it. 

We  sometimes,  indeed,  are  told,  that  men  in  failing  circum- 
stances, are  under  a  moral  obligation  to  distribute  their  property 
equally  among  their  creditors.  Now  granting  this  to  be  true, 
it  may  furnish  a  reason  for  changing  the  law,  which  it  must  be 
admitted  allows  them  to  pay  one  creditor,  and  to  leave  another 
unpaid:  but  the  courts  are  not  to  enforce  any  such  obligation. 

But  in  what  school  is  this  morality  taught?  It  must  be  the 
system  of  some  Shylock !  It  cannot  receive  the  deliberate  sanc- 
tion of  those,  who  claim  a  right  to  believe,  that  there  is  some 
little  difference  between  a  heartless  creditor,  who,  in  making 
his  bargain,  profits  by  the  necessities  of  his  debtor,  and  gets 
every  advantage  which  those  necessities  enable  him  to  obtain, 
and  the  noble-hearted  benefactor,  who,  in  aiding  his  debtor 
in  his  difiSculties,  seeks  no  gain,  and  could  obtain  no  reward, 
save  only  the  luxury  of  doing  good.  There  are,  it  is  true, 
objections  to  this  right  of  a  debtor,  when  in  failing  circumstances, 
to  prefer  one  creditor  and  postpone  another;  but  they  are  of  a 
very  different  character,  and  it  is  not  for  courts  to  say  what 
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weight  they  shall  have  with  thoee^  to  whom  aloDe  they  can  be 
addressed. 

Equality^  too,  it  is  sometimes  said,  is  equity.  Without  stop- 
ping to  enquire  whether  this,  which  is  called  a  maxfm  of  equi- 
ty, is  not  sometimes  misunderstood,  it  is  sufficient  here  to  say, 
that  if  it  be  a  maxim  of  equity,  it  is  not  a  maxim  of  law; — and 
we  are  now  in  a  court  of  law.  The  rule  of  law  which  has  the 
sanction  of  the  community,  is:  ^^  VigUantibus  non  chrtnienii- 
bus  J  leges  subveniunt.^^  A  maxim  not  very  favorable  to  those, 
who^  in  such  cases^  are  offered,  but  refuse  to  take,  the  dividend 
which  others  agree  to  accept.  When  such  a  case  occurs  in 
equity,  then  the  maxim  of  equity,  applicable  to  it,  will  be: 
^^jEquitas  sequUvr  legem.^^ 

If  our  courts  of  law  or  equity  be  authorised  to  set  aside  such 
arrangements  as  these,  then  let  the  law  from  which  such  au- 
thority is  derived,  be  produced.  An  arrangement  such  as  this, 
in  which  nothing  is  done  but  the  adjustment  of  bona  fide  claims, 
to  the  satisfaction  of  both  creditor  and  debtor^  cannot  be  mo/tim 
in  se.  Surely  it  cannot  be  questioned,  that  every  man  who 
has  a  legal  capacity  to  make  a  contract,  has  a  right  to  dispose 
of  his  own  property  in  satisfaction  of  debts  which  he  honestly 
owes;  unless  the  arrangement  which  is  made,  be  forbidden  by 
some  law  of  the  land: — not  a  law  of  any  court's  enactment. 
This  prohibition  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  common  law.  For 
the  power  which,  in  this  case,  the  court  is  required  to  exercise, 
it  seems  to  be  admitted,  that  there  is  no  legislation,  unless  it  be 
found  in  the  staiiUe  \8ih  Elizabeihj  or  in  our  insolvent  laws. 

The  statute  of  Elizabeth  J  unquestionably  does  not  take  from 
the  debtor  his  common  law  right,  to  prefer  a  particular  creditor, 
01  class  of  creditors,  to  others:  it  does  not  interfere  with  the 
legal  right  of  the  debtor  to  pay,  or  secure  the  payment,  of  the 
last  cent  which  he  owes  to  one  creditor,  before  he  makes  any 
payment  to  another.  It  does  not  annul  every  conveyance 
which  may  have  the  effect  to  hinder  and  delay  other  creditors, 
or  acts  done  with  that  intent.  Hence  the  decision  of  the  court 
in  the  case  of  Holbird  and  Andersony  5  D.  ^  J?.,  235.  And 
also  in  3rd  Maul,  and  Sel.y  372.     See,  also,  Netclandon  Can- 
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tracts,  381,  (lat  Am.  Ed.)    2nd  Slar/cie  on  Evidence,  494, 
(7ih  Am.  Ed.,}  for  expositions  of  this  statute. 

For  acts  which  binder  and  delay  credilors:  See  \sl  Select 
American  Cases,  80.  1  Smith's  Select  Cases,  11, 12.  Any 
Ji.fa.,  which  one  creditor  may  mae,  or  a  mortgage,  which  is 
given  by  a  debtor,  will  probably  have  (he  efiecl  to  biader  and 
delay  other  creditors. 

I  shall  not  examine  the  various  supplements  to  our  insolvent 
laWj  declaring  under  what  circumstances  a  preference  given  by 
an  insolvent  applicant,  to  particular  creditors,  shall  be  void. 
These  laws  do  not  interfere  with  the  common  law  right  of 
debtors,  in  general,  to  give  a  preference;  but  are  restricted  to 
those  inaolvenis,  who  besides  being  inaolvenls,  ap[dy  for  the 
benefit  of  the  insolvent  law. 

The  various  supplements  to  the  act  of  1805,  furnish  an 
answer  entitled  to  considemble  weight,  in  favor  of  the  validity 
of  the  deeds,  such  aa  we  are  speaking  of.  The  act  of  1834, 
chap.  203,  sec.  1st,  relates  lo  persons,  who,  at  the  time  of  exe- 
cuting any  deed  whatever,  and  with  intent  to  prefer  any  credi- 
tor, shall  be  hopelessly  insolvent — "when  such  insolvent" 
shall  have  no  reasonable  expectation  of  being  exempted  from 
liability,  or  execution  for  bis  debts,  without  applying  for  the 
benefit  of  the  insolveni  laws,  sod  afLerwaids  becomes  an  appli- 
cant. In  cases  like  ibis,  the  deeds  and  preferences  are  only 
declared  void:  "provided  the  creditors  shall  appear  not  lo 
have  had  notice  of  the  condition  of  insolvency  of  said  debtor." 
All  these  supplements  are  legislative  expositions,  of  the  suj^- 
posed  defects  of  the  then  existing  law.  How  absurd  is  all  this 
legislation,  if  it  be  already  the  law  of  this  land,  that  no  insol- 
vent debtor,  whether  applicant  or  not,  can  make  such  arrange- 
ment with  one  or  more  of  his  creditors?  Surely  the  act  of 
1834,  embraces  conditional,  as  well  as  absolute  assignments. 

An  objection  derived  from  our  insolvent  system,  ig   Ca^^  ^^ 
Ijiose  conditional  assignments,  the  debtor  ^escriAea  ie»(pB  t««« 
favorable  to  himself  than  the  insolvent  law  offers  lo  V-  ^A)  *'?°^ 
surrendering  up  all  his  property. 

It  would  be  difficult  to  prove,  that  the  debtor,  h\»w  ^^ 
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prescribes  to  the  creditor,  the  terms  of  the  arrangement;  and  it 
will  scarcely  be  insisted,  that  the  creditor  ought  not  to  be  re- 
garded as  a  free  agent,  at  liberty  to  reject,  as  well  as  to  accept 
of  those  terms.  It  would  seem  to  be  the  regular  order  of  pro- 
ceeding, first,  to  execute  the  conditional  instruments,  and  after- 
wards, those  which  are  absolute.  The  terms  of  the  deed  may 
be,  and  no  doubt  often  are  insisted  upon,  by  the  creditors.  In 
such  cases  is  the  deed  valid,  and  yet  otherwise^  if  lo  truth  the 
debtor,  and  not  the  creditor,  proposes  them? 

But  the  terms  are  more  favorable  to  the  debtor,  than  those 
which  our  insolvent  law  offers  to  him.  Be  it  so.  And  can 
this  furnish  any  reason  for  declaring  an  arrangement  to  which 
both  parties  consent,  to  be  void?  Was  it  ever  understood, 
that  our  insolvent  system  was  designed  to  prevent  debtors  from 
arranging  with  their  creditors,  except  upon  less  favorable  terms 
than  those  which  the  insolvent  laws  offered  to  the  former? 
The  insolvent  law  is  made  for  the  relief  of  persons  who  are  un- 
able to  pay  their  debts,  and  cannot  get  from  their  creditors  better 
terms  than  t/  offers  to  them.  If  this  notion  be  correct,  then 
the  condition  of  an  unfortunate  debtor  would  be  deplorable  in- 
deed, if  there  were  no  insolvent  laws.  Then  his  creditors 
could  not  be  merciful  to  him,  and  however  disposed,  could  not 
release  their  claims,  upon  the  surrender  of  his  property.  The 
insolvent  law  only  subjects  to  the  payment  of  his  debts,  pro- 
perty which  the  debtor  afterwards  acquires  by  gift,  devise,  &c.; 
whereas,  if  no  insolvent  law  existed,  the  law  of  the  land  would 
make  property  acquired  in  any  way  by  him,  so  long  as  he 
lives,  answerable  for  his  debts. 

Will  it  be  argued,  that  with,  or  without  any  insolvent  law, 
creditors  may  not,  if  they  please,  offer  to  their  debtors,  terms 
more  liberal  than  it  is  in  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  offer 
them?  Every  creditor  is  at  liberty  to  refuse  to  be  thus  merciful 
to  his  debtor; — ^but  if  he  chooses  to  be  so,  what  right  have  other 
creditors  to  object  to  it?  « 

In  the  very  conclusive  argument  which  has  been  submitted 
by  the  counsel  for  the  appellee,  we  are  furnished  with  late 
fSnglish  decisions,  which  shew,  that  these  arrangements  '^are 
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very  common;'"  and  it  is  considered  by  the  courts,  ^Uhat it 
would  be  very  injurious  to  disturb  them;"  that  '^such  a  deed 
ought  not  to  be  avoidable,  by  any  particular  creditor  not  ex- 
cluded from  the  benefit  of  it;"  and  this  was  declared  by  the 
English  judges,  although  reminded,  that  the  condition  an- 
nexed to  the  assignment,  might  <^  compel  the  creditor  to  accede 
to  a  composition,  which  the  bankrupt  laws  could  not  force  him 
to  do."     See  TTie  King  vs.  Watsony  3rd  Price,  6. 

These  things  were  said  in  a  country  which  has  a  bankrupt 
system^  which  is  designed  io  force  an  insolvent  trader  to  sur- 
render up  his  property  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditoi^;  and  which^ 
in  cases  of  bankruptcy,  admits  no  right  in  the  bankrupt,  under 
any  circumstances,  to  prefer  one,  and  postpone  another  credi- 
tor. If  this  be  the  law  in  a  country,  which  values  highly  its 
bankrupt  system,  a  fortiori,  must  it  be  the  law  here,  where  men 
are  permitted,  but  never  compelled  by  the  law,  to  seek  the  relief 
which  our  insolvent  laws  offer  to  them. 

I  have  however  thought  it  best  to  rely,  upon  what  I  insist 
has  been  from  time  immemorial,  our  own  underatanding  of  our 
own  law  upon  the  subject,  rather  than  upon  any  decision,  ia 
regard  to  the  validity  of  such  conditional  assignments,  expressed 
elsewhere.  Entertaining,  myself,  no  doubt,  that  such  instru- 
ments have  always  been  considered  valid  in  Maryland;  believ- 
ing that  now  to  decide  otherwise,  would  destroy  the  title  to 
much  property  which  has  been  purchased,  and  the  title  to 
which,  depends  upon  the  validity  of  deeds  of  this  description^ 
I  cannot  feel  over-curious  to  kqpw,  what  would  be  the  deci- 
sion of  this  question,  if  it  were  to  be  decided  elsewhere. 

In  the  course  of  the  last  half  of  a  century,  many  periods 
of  great  commercial  embarrassment  have  been  known  in  this 
State,  and  many  deeds  like  this  have  been  executed.     In  most 
arrangements  like  this,  there  will  be  some  creditors,  who  will 
be  dissatisfied  with  terms  of  which  others  approve;  and  if  there 
had  been  any  distinguished  lawyer  of  former  days,  who  doubled 
the  validity  of  such  assignments,  those  doubts,  and  V^os^  ^^ 
satisfactions,  would  have  given  rise  to  litigation,  w^^  u  c^^^ 
only  have  been  determined  by  a  decision  of  the  t^^       .  ol^^^ 
resort. 
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I  shall  dispose  of  the  subject  with  a  remark,  which  has  been 
met  with: — "Vastly  important  it  is,  to  the  well-being  of  this 
community,  that  in  the  decisions  of  our  courts,  this  andeni 
and  traditionary  knowledge  of  the  lawy  should  not  be  lost  sight 
of;  and  that  our  judges  be  not  at  liberty  to  select  at  random, 
from  American  and  recent  English  reports^  the  doctrines  that 
may  suit  their  momentary  fancy." 

I  am  for  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment. 

Chambers  and  Spence,  J.,  concurred. 
Martin  and  Frick,  J.,  dissented. 
DoRSEY>  G.  J.^  did  not  sit  in  this  cause. 

JUDGMENT  affirmed. 
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ACTS  OF  ASSEMBLY. 

1715,  chap.  44,  sec.  23.'  Negroes  declared  slaves  for  life,  319. 
175S,  chap.  1,  sec.  3.  Manumission  of  slaves  prohibited,  316. 
1782,  chap.  23.    Abolishing  estates  tail,  24. 

1785,  chap.  46,  sec.  7.    Relating  to  set  oJSTs,  97. 

1786,  chap.  45,  sec.  7.    Relating  to  illegitimate  children,  130. 
1793,  chap.  57.     Establishing  court  of  oyer  and  terminer,  309. 

1795,  chap.  56.     Relating  to  attachments,  194. 

1796,  chap.  67,  sec.  13.     Testamentary  manumission,  321. 

1797,  chap.  87,  sec.  9.    Challenging  of  jurors,  90. 

1798,  chap.  101,  sub  chap.  3.     Letters  testamentary  must  be  under  seal 

of  orphans  court,  190. 
**       **        <<    sub  chap.  10,  sec.  2.     Executors  may  incur  expenses 

to  collect  and  secure  estate,  287. 
**       **        *'    sub  chap.  11,  sec.  6.    Advancements,  54. 
.    **       **       **     sub  chap.  14.     Form  of  letters  de  bonis  non,  190. 

1799,  chap.  79,  sec.  10.     Sheriffs  to  return  property  in  cases  of  injunc- 

tion prohibiting  their  selling,  45. 
1802,  chap.  111.     Authorising  incorporation  of  churches,  116. 

1804,  chap.  55.     Relating  to  removal  of  cases,  302. 

1805,  chap.  16.     Affirming  act  of  1804,  chap.  55,  302. 

**       **      65,  sec.  49.     Relating  to  removal  of  cases,  306. 

1809,  chap.  138,  sec.  20.         do.  do.  do.        309. 

**       **      153.     Amendment  of  judicial  proceedings,  140. 

1815,  chap.  136.    Corporation  of  Cumberland  authorised  to  grade  and 

improve  streets,  152. 

1816,  chap.  171,  sees.  2  and  3.     Extension  of   Water  street,  in   BaUi- 

more,  261. 
**       **      193.     Creating  Baltimore  city  court,  308. 

1820,  chap.  191,  sec.  7.    Relating  to  illegitimate  childreix    \^. 

1821,  chap.  161.     Providing  for  costs  in  cases  of  remov^A*     ^^\p.  ^^^' 
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ACTS  OF  ASSEMBLY.— OofUintMd. 

1822,  chap.  162.    Abolishing  estates  in  Joint  tenancy,  424. 

1823,  chap.  67.    Providing  for  costs  in  cases  of  removals  from  Balti- 

more city  court,  313. 

1825,  chap.  117.    Court  of  Appeals  confined  to  points  decided  in  court 

below,  190. 
«       "      156.     Relating  to  illegitimate  children,  129. 

1831,  chap.  315,  sees.  4  and  5.    Authorising  investment  of  trust  funds 

by  administrator?  and  guardians,  421. 

1834,  chap.  79,  sec.  3.    Transfers  of  land,  &c.,  not  to  avail  against  at- 
tachments, unless  recorded,  237. 

1837,  chs^.  218.    Incorporating  Maryland  and  J^Tew  York  Coal  and  Iron 

Co.,  174. 
**       *'     358.    Providing  for  the  opening  of  streets  through  estate 

of  David  Moore,  in  Baltimore  city,  434. 

1838,  chap.  226.    Relating  to  streets  in  city  of  Baltimore,  434. 
*'       **      245.    Relating  to  removal  of  cases,  308. 

1840,  chap.  211.    Prescribing  terms  on  which  removals  shaU  be  made, 

313. 
1845,  chap.  120.    Disposing  of  estates  of  persons  in  Baltimore,  dying 

without  legal  representatives,  129. 
**     244.    Making  valid  sheriff's  sale  of  certain  lands  in  JUk- 

gany  county,  333. 
358.    Authorising  appeal  in  certain  case  from  Washington 

county  court,  148. 
1847,  chap.  107.     Repealing  3rd  sec.  of  act  of  1834,  chap.  79,  236. 
See  Construction  of  Acts  and  Statutes. 

ADMINISTRATORS-ADMINISTRATION. 

1.  In  analogy  to  the  practice  of  allowing  executors  the  counsel  fees  ex- 

pended in  the  successful  defence  of  a  will,  an  administrator  will  be 
allowed  like  fees  out  of  the  estate,  where  his  right  to  a  contro- 
verted administration  is  successfully  established.  Ex-parte,  Young 
Adm'r  of  Young,  285. 

2.  Under  our  testamentary  system,  the  right  to  administer  cannot  be 

delegated.  The  policy  of  the  law,  in  selecting  persons  nearest  in 
interest,  in  preference  to  others  more  remote,  was  to  bind  up  the 
interest  of  the  administrator  with  that  of  persons  entitled  to  the 
estate.    Ih, 

ADVANCEMENT. 

1.  By  the  act  of  1798,  ch.  lOl,  sub.  ch.  11,  sec.  6,  money  given  to  a 

child  without  a  view  to  a  portion  or  settlement,  shall  not  be  deemed 
advancement.    Stewart  m.  Patti9on*»  Ex'er§,  46. 

2.  If  money  is  delivered  by  a  parent  to  a  child,  it  will  be  presumed  to  be 

an  advancement  or  gift.    lb. 

3.  A  child  who  has  received  any  advancement  from  his  father,  in  his  life- 

time,  is  bound  to  bring  such  advance  into  hotch-pot  only  in  case  of 
sstual  or  total  intestacy.    lb. 
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ADVANCEMENT.— C(mliAtte<<. 

4.  A  father,  in  behalf  of  hit  eon,  then  a  minor,  made  a  conditional  bar. 

;ain  with  defendant  for  the  purchaae  of  certain  lands,  subject  to 
the  assent  of  his  son,  when  he  attained  age,  and  under  this  contract 
advanced  to  defendant  large  sums  of  money  for  the  use  of  his  son, 
and  which,  at  the  time  the  several  advances  were  made,  he  intended 
to  give  his  son.  On  attaining  age,  the  son  refused  his  assent  to 
this  contract.  Held  :  That  in  contemplation  of  law,  the  money 
so  advanced  belonged  to  the  son,  and  that  he  could  recover  it  back 
from  the  defendant  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received.  JoAn- 
ton  vs.  Evamtf  155. 

5.  If  this  purchase  was  intended  as  an  advancement  in  land  to  the  son, 

subject  to  the  provision  that,  on  attaining  age,  he  might  affirm  the 
purchase,  or  annul  it,  and  treat  the  advances  so  made  as  a  debt,  then, 
as  the  money  was  only  to  be  the  debt  of  the  son,  by  an  election, 
which  could  not  be  made  under  a  void  contract.  It  was,  in  legal  con. 
templation,  the  money  of  the  father,  and  the  son  could  not  recover 
it.    Ih, 

ADVERSARY  POSSESSION. 
See  LiMrrATioNR,  2,  3,  5. 

ADVERTISEMENT. 
See  Sales,  5. 

AGREEMENT. 

iS'ee  Contract. 

ANSWER. 

See  EviDEKCB,  26. 

APPEAL. 

1.  An  appeal  is  given  by  our  statute  law  in  any  civil  case  in  which  a 

writ  of  error  will  lie,  Swann^  et  aZ.,  tw.  Mayor  and  Common  Coun- 
cU  of  Cumberlandt  150. 

2.  As  a  general  rule,  an  appeal  will  lie  in  any  civil  case  where  the  court 

below  proceeds  under  its  usual  and  general  jurisdiction.     lb. 

3.  Where  a  special  jurisdiction  is  given  to  the  county  court,  to  be  exer- 

cised in  a  peculiar  modo,  and  not  to  be  proceeded  in  according  to 
the  course  of  the  common  law,  or  where  on  appeal  is  given  to  it  from 
some  inferior  tribunal,  an  appeal  does  not  lie.    lb. 

4.  In  this  case,  the  county  court  brought  the  proceedings  of  the  mayor 

and  common  councilmen  before  it,  by  a  writ  of  certiorari.    Held  : 
that  in  so  doing,  it  acted  in  virtue  of  its  ordinary  jurisdiction,  an4 
an  appeal  lies  from  its  judgment  upon  the  writ.    lb. 
See  Praotice  in  Court  of  Appeals. 

APPLICATION  OF  PURCHASE  MONET. 
See  Court  or  Chancerv,  1  to  10. 
Contribution,  1,  2. 
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ARRAIGNMENT. 

1.  The  object  to  be  effected  by  a  removal  is  to  secure  a  fair  and  impart 

tial  triali  and  if  the  accused  has  been  arraigned  in  the  court  where 
the  cause  originated,  he  need  not  be  again  arraigned  in  the  court  to 
which  it  is  removed,  the  arraignment  constituting  no  part  of  the 
trial.    Price  vs.  The  State,  295. 

2.  The  issue  made  by  the  accused  putting  himself  upon  the  country  for 

trial,  does  not  contemplate  any  particular  twelve  individuals  as  the 
jury,  as  is  manifest  from  the  fact  that  the  arraignment  always 
'  takes  place  before  the  jury  is  sworn,  and  often  at  a  previous  term, 
Ih. 

3.  The  appeal  to  the  accused  **how  will  you  be  tried?*'  and  his  an- 

swer, **by  my  country,'*  is  a  form  handed  down  from  the  period 
when  the  party  had  the  privilege  of  selecting  a  trial  by  jury,  or  by 
battle,  and  to  put  himself  upon  the  country,  was  the  formal  mode 
of  selecting  a  trial  by  jury.     lb, 

ASSIGNMENT. 

1.  The  3rd  lection  of  the  act  of  1834,  ch.  79,  providing  that  no  transfer 

or  alignment  of  any  **  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  goods,  or 
ohattels,  or  credits,**  shall  avail  against  an  attachment,  unless  re. 
corded  before  the  issuing  thereof,  comprehends  cho9e»  in  actum » 
Neptune  Jne,  Co*,  vs.  Montelly  238, 

2.  The  act  of  1847,  ch.  107,  repealing  the  said  section  of  the  act  of 

1834,  cannot  have  the  effect  to  give  validity  to  unrecorded  assign- 
ments made  before  the  passage  of  such  repealing  act.     Ih» 

3.  The  words  '* subject  to  the  originally  reserved  ground-rent,"  used 

in  an  assignment  of  a  lease,  are  words  of  description,  and  not  of 
contract:  if  they  were  omitted,  the  assignee  would  still  be  bound 
to  pay  the  rent  reserved  in  the  original  lease.     Wahl  rs.  Barroll 
and  Spenee,  288. 
Sfe  Banks,  5- 

ASSUMPSIT. 

1.  A  father,  in  behalf  of  his  son,  then  a  minor,  made  a  conditional  bar- 

gain with  defendant  for  the  purchase  of  certain  lands,  subject  to  the 
assent  of  the  son,  when  he  attained  age,  and,  under  this  contract, 
advanced  to  defendant  large  sums  of  money  for  the  use  of  his  son, 
and  which,  at  the  time  the  several  advances  were  made,  he  in- 
tended to  give  his  son.  On  attaining  age,  the  son  refused  his  assent 
to  this  contract.  HaLn:  That  in  contemplation  of  law,  the  money 
so  advanced  belonged  to  the  son,  and  that  he  could  recover  it  back 
from  the  defendant  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received. 
Johnson  rs,  Evans^  155. 

2.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  sustain  the  count  for  money  had  and 

received,  to  show  that  money,  in  fact,  has  been  loaned.  In  this 
case,  the  loan  to  the  defendant  of  a  bond  executed  by  third  parties  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  was  held  sufficient  to  support  this  count. 
Shanks  vs.  Dent,  120. 
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ASSUMPSIT.^  Continued. 

3.  A  negro  slaTe  was  manumitted,  bj  deed,  on  the  Ist  of  Januaryt 
1840,  but  was  held  in  servitude,  by  his  master,  until  the  12th  of 
May,  1846.  Held:  that  he  could  not  maintain  an  action  gainst 
his  master,  to  recoTer  the  value  of  his  services  for  the  time  he  was 
so  held  to  service.    J^tgro  Franklin  vi»  Wattn^  322. 

ATTACHMENT. 

1.  The  term  *'  indebted,**  in  the  act  of  1795,  ch.  56,  regulating  the  suing 

out  of  attachments,  is  not  to  be  construed  in  a  technical  or  strict 
legal  sense.     WiUon  es.  Wilson^  Garnishee ^  ^c,  193. 

2.  An  attachment  may  issue  on  any  demand  arising  ex  contractu,  where 

the  contract  ascertains  the  amount  of  indebtedness,  or  fixes  a  stan. 
dard  so  certain  as  to  enable  the  plaintiff,  by  affidavit,  to  aver  it,  or 
the  jury,  by  their  verdict,  to  ascertain  and  find  it.    lb, 

3.  By  the  contract  in  this  case,  the  defendants  were  to  guarantee  the  in- 

spection of  flour  they  were  to  deliver,  and  if  it  should  not  pass  su. 
perfine,  were  to  make  such  deduction  **  as  is  customary  between 
the  different  qualities  of  flour  in  the  place  where  the  flour  may  be 
inspected,'"  One  thousand  eight  hundred  barrels  were  delivered, 
and  did  not  pass  superfine.  Held  ;  That  this  difference  could  be  as 
easily  ascertained  as  the  value  of  goods  sold,  where  no  price  is  fixed, 
and  this  contract  may  be  the  foundation  of  proceedings  by  at- 
tachment,   lb. 

4.  The  3rd  section  of  the  act  of  1834,  ch.  79,  providing  that  no  transfer 

or  assignment  of  any  **  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  goods,  or 
chattels,  or  credits,"  shall  avail  against  an  attachment,  unless  re- 
corded before  the  issuing  thereof,  comprehends  choses  in  action, 
MlBptune  Ins.  Co.,  vs.  Montell,  228. 

BALTIMORE  CITY  COURT. 
See  Removal  of  Cases,  10,  14. 

BANKS. 

1.  The  stockholders  of  a  bank,  whose  charter  was  about  to  expire,  met 
and  resolved  to  assign  its  assets  to  trustees,  for  the  purpose  of  private 
banking,  and  instructed  the  president  and  directors  to  prepare  and 
execute  deeds  to  effect  this  object,  and  the  cashier  to  endorse  and 
transfer  all  the  notes,  ice,  of  the  bank  to  such  trustees.    The 
president  and  directors  accordingly  conveyed  the  assets  to  the 
cashier,  in  trust,  to  convey  them  to  themselves,  as  trustees,  to  be 
hold  for  the  uses  expressed  in  the  resolutions  of  the  stockholders, 
which  was  done.    On  the  same  day,  being  that  preceding  the  ezpi- 
ration  of  the  charter,  the  directors  of  the  bank  met,  and,  among 
other  things,  directed  J  P  K,  as  president  of  the  bank,  to  endorse 
all  notes,  ico.,  payable  to  the  bank,  which  was  done  ix^  ^J^e  pTesence 
and  with  the  assent  of  the  cashier.    They  then  ad]o\iYiKed  «^*^^  ^^^« 
and  the  corporation  was  dissolved.    Held  :  That,  bv  %v^  ^toQ«Ad. 
ings,  the  directions  of  the  stockholders  were,  in    ^^  •  JkaJ*^^'^^* 
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BANKS Continued, 

pliod  with,  and  the  asseti  properly  transferred  to  the  trustees,  who 
were,  therefore,  entitled  to  sue  upon  the  notes  due  the  bank,  and 
thas  endorsed  by  the  president,  and  transferred  to  them.  Merrick 
-««.  Bank  of  Metropolie,  59. 

2.  A  declaration  set  forth  a  note  as  payable  to  **The  Bank  of  the  Jtfe- 

tropoUe.**  Held:  that  this  being  enough  to  show  that  there  is 
such  a  body  politic,  and  to  distinguish  it  from  others,  the  corpora- 
tion is  well  named.    Ih, 

3.  The  president  and  directors  having,  by  the  charter,  full  power  to  eon. 

duct  the  affairs  of  the  bank,  had  the  right  to  authorise  the  president 
to  indorse  its  notes,     lb. 

4.  That  the  assent  of  a  majority  of  the  stockholders  is  the  assent  of  all, 

is  an  implied  stipulation  in  every  compact  of  this  sort.    lb* 

5.  The  president  and  directors  of  a  bank  have  the  right  to  assign  for 

the  payment  of  debts,  without  the  assent  of  any  single  stockholder. 

n. 

BANK  STOCK. 

See  Trust,  Tkustee,  4, 13. 

BASTARDS. 

j^ffe  Illboitimatb  Childekn. 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE,  AND  PROMISSORY  NOTES. 

1.  The  fact  that  two  make  a  note,  is  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the 

promise  of  one  to  pay.    Merrick  v»»  Bank  of  Metropolis,  59. 

2.  Unless  mala  fides  be  proved  or  alleged,  the  court  will  not  inquire 

into  the  connderation  of  an  endorsement.    lb, 

3.  The  authority  to  endorse,  conveys  per  se,  the  outhority  to  deliver; 

the  allegation  of  indorsement  includes  delivery,  and  whon  the  for. 
mer  is  proved,  it  is  unnecessary  to  prove  or  aver  the  latter.    /6. 

4.  If  the  declaration  alleges  that  two  jointly  made  a  note,  and  jointly 

promised  to  pay,  after  verdict  against  one  sued  separately,  it  will  be 
presumed  that  they  jointly  and  severally  promised.  Both  may  have 
promised  separately  in  the  note,  and  the  one  separately  aflerwards. 
Jb. 

5.  The  endorsee  of  a  note  may  give  it  in  evidence  under  the  money 

counts.    Ib» 

GASES  EXPLAINED  AND  APPROVED. 

1.  The  case  of  Jordan  ve,  7Vufn6o,  6  G.  ^  J.,  103,  asserts  the  rule  in 

regard  to  pleading  usury,  in  all  its  breadth,  but  evidently  applicable 
only  where  relief  is  sought  against  payment  and  compliance  with 
an  usurious  contract.     Thomas  v$,  Doub,  1. 

2.  The  circumstances  of  this  case  are  clearly  distinguishable  from 

those  of  Dtigan,  et  a/.,  vs.  GitHngs,  etal.,3  Gill,  138.  Waters  vs. 
Howard,  et  al.,  269. 

3.  The  case  of  The  State  vs.  Dorsey,  ExeW  of  Worthington,  6  GiU,  388, 

explained  and  approved.     Sptncsr  v$.  Jfegro  Dennis,  314. 
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CASES  EXPLAINED  AND  APPROVED,— Canttniwrf. 

4.  The  case  of  Queen  vs.  ^shlon,  3  H,  Sf  J\SeH.,  439,  explained  and  ap- 
proved.   J^egro  Franklin  vt.  WaUra,  322. 

CERTIORARI. 

1.  The  process  of  certiorari,  is  the  appropriate  mode  by  which  saperior 
courts  examine  into  the  authority  of  an  inferior  tribunal,  and  as- 
certain whether  it  has  transcended  the  special  powers  to  which  it  is 
limited  by  law.  Swann,  ei  al,  m.  Mayor  and  C.  C«  of  Cumber- 
land, 150. 

See  Appbal,  4. 

CHALLENGING  OF  JURORS. 
See  PaACTiGK,  32. 

CHOSES  IN  ACTION. 
See  Absigmmsmt,  1. 

CHURCHES. 

1.  The  act  of  1802,  ch.  Ill,  authorising^  the  incorporation  of  churches, 
is  not  1o  be  restricted  to  individual  churches  or  societies  singly;  but 
two  different  denominations  may  unite  and  form  one  society  or  con. 
gregation  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  Neale  ve.  The  Vteiry  of 
St.  PauPe  Church,  16, 

COLLATERAL  SECURITY, 

1.  Where  a  draft  was  taken  and  held  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  collateral  secu- 
rity for  their  claim  on  which  they  brought  suit,  they  are  under  no 
obligation  to  surrender  or  cancel  it.  They  have  the  unquestionable 
right  to  retain  it  until  their  debt  is  discharged.  Dawson  and  Nor- 
wood,  V9,  Lambert  and  McKenzie,  216. 

COLLOQUIUM. 

See  Slanoex,  13. 

COMMON  RECOVERY.  1 

See  Estates  Tail,  1,  3,  4,  5. 

COMPARISON  OF  HANDS. 
See  Eyiobncb,  13. 

CONDITION  SUBSEQUENT. 
See  Will  and  Tbstahent,  10. 

CONSIDERATION.  « 

See  Bills  of  Exghanob,  &.c.,  2. 
i  Vacating  DiBts,  3,  3i 

CONSfflTUTIONAL  LAW. 

1.  The  act  of  1845,  ch.  358,  requiring  Washington  county  court  to  grant 
an  appeal  in  this  case,  and  to  set  out  and  embody  in  the  record,  cer- 
tain exceptions  and  points  of  law  decided  in  a  previous  c»aOB®  ^  *^^ 
court  resembling  this,  is  unconstitutional  and  void,  a«  .  v^i^  exAX<»i& 
of  judicial  powers  by  the  Legislature.    AfiWer  »t^    ^  .^ei  ^^'^  **^ 
Fiery,  145,  "    ^** 
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CONSTRUCTION  OF  ACTS  AND  STATUtjgS. 

1.  The  act  of  1782,  ch.  23,  abolished  the  ancient  mode  of  docking  estates 

tail  by  common  recovery.    JUaslin  v»,  Thomas,  18. 

2.  The  concluding  words  of  this  act,  that  all  persons  shall  be  debarred 

who  might  or  could  be  debarred  **by  any  mode  of  common  recove- 
ry,** cannot  have  the  effect  to  introduce  a  new  or  more  convenient 
common  recovery,  with  all  the  incidents  to  the  ancient  mode,  but 
were  used  ex  abundanti  eautela,  as  without  them,  it  might  have  been 
contended,  that  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  or  other  conveyance  of 
an  estate  tail,  would  only  perform  the  office  of  a  fine,  or  a  common 
recovery  with  a  single  voucher.     lb. 

3.  The  10th  section  of  the  act  of  1799,  ch.  79,  requiring  sheriffs,  and 

other  officers,  in  cases  of  injunctions  issued  to  prevent  their  selling 
personal  property  taken  in  execution,  to  return  the  same  to  the  party 
from  whom  it  was  taken,  does  not  require  nor  warrant  snch  officer 
to  return  money  received  from  the  sale  of  such  property  so  taken, 
to  the  person  on  whose  property  the  levy  was  made,  where  such  sale 
has  been  consummated  anterior  to  the  issoing  of  the  injunction. 
Dail  Dff.  Travertei  41. 

4.  By  the  act  of  1798,  ch.  101,  sub  ch.  11,  sec.  6,  money  given  to  a 

child  without  a  view  to  a  portion  or  settlement,  shall  not  be  deemed 
advancement.     StetDort  vs.  Pattison*s  Exc'rs,  46. 

5.  The  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congi^ss,  of  1817,  against  private  bank. 

ing  in  the  District  of  Columbict  expired  in  1&36»  together  with  the 
charters  of  the  banks  thereby  incorporated.  Merrick  vs.  Bank  of 
Metropolis,  59*. 

6.  Upon  the  true  construction  of  the  act  of  1797,  ch.  57,  either  party 

may  challenge  a  juror  for  cause,  before  he  is  sworn,  whether  he 
has,  or  has  not,  exercised  his  statutory  right  of  striking  four  names 
peremptorily  from  the  panel.     Ede/en  vs.  Gough,  87. 

7.  With  respect  to  parties,  as  between  whom  the  right  of  pleading  set 

ofTs,  or  filing  accounts  in  bar,  is  allowed,  the  same  rule  which  ap- 
plies to  the  statutes  of  2  and  8,  of  George  the  2nd,  is  applicable  to 
the  7th  section  of  the  act  of  1785,  ch.  46.    MUbum  vs,  Guyther,  92. 

8.  The  act  of  1802,  ch.  Ill,  authorising  the  incorporation  of  churches, 

is  not  to  be  restricted  to  individual  churches  or  societies  singly; 
but  two  different  denominations  may  unite  and  form  one  society  or 
congregatioi^within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  MaU  vs.  The  Vesiry 
of  St,  Paul's  Church,  116. 

9.  An  illegitimate  child,  whose  parents  never  married,  died  intestate  and 

without  issue.  Helo  :  that  neither  his  mother  nor  her  leffiUmate 
children,  had  any  claim  to  his  estate,  under  the  act  of  1825,  ch.  156. 
Miller,  et  aL,  vs,  Stewart,  et  al,,  128. 

10.  The  7th  section  of  the  act  of  1820,  ch.  191,  legitimates  only  where 

the  parents  subsequently  marry,  and  recognise  such  child,     Jh, 

11.  The  act  of  1825,  ch.  156,  only  enables  an  illegitimate  to  inherit  from- 

the  mother,  and  from  illegitimate  brothers  and  sisters,     lb. 
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13,  Acts  in  dero|ration  of  the  common  law,  mast  receiTo  a  strict  conatrac 
tion.    lb, 

13.  The  clerk  entered  the  verdict,  that  on  the  lat  issue,  the  defendant  did 

not  take  the  property,  &c.;  on  the  2nd,'that  the  property  was  in  the 
defendant ;  and  on  the  3rd,  that  the  property  was  in  a  stranger. 
Held  :  that  this  verdict  was  for  the  defendant,  and  the  entering  it 
in  this  form  was  a  clerical  misprison,  amendable  by  this  court,  an« 
der  the  act  of  1809,  ch.  153.     Smith  vs,  Morgan,  133. 

14.  The  act  of  1845,  ch.  358,  requiring  Washington  county  court  to  grant 

an  appeal  in  this  case,  and  to  set  out  and  embody  in  the  record,  cer- 
tain exceptions  and  points  of  law  decided  in  a  previous  cause  in  said 
court  resembling  this,  is  unconstitutional  and  void,  as  the  exercise 
of  judicial  powers  by  the  Legislature.  Miller  v».  State,  use  of 
Fiery,  145. 

15.  The  mayor  and  common  councilmen  of  the  town  of  Cumberland, 

passed  an  ordinance,  under  the  act  of  1815,  ch.  136,  to  grade.  Sec, 
Waehington  street,  in  said  town,  upon  the  petition  of  the  owners  of 
two-thirds  of  the  property  lying  upon  a  part,  only,  of  said  street. 
HihD:  That  under  this  act,  said  corporation  might  pass  an  ordi- 
nance to  improve  a  particular  part  of  a  street,  upon  application  of 
the  owners  of  two-thirds  of  the  property  situated  on  that  part,  but 
can  order  the  whole  street  to  be  improved  only  upon  application  of 
two.thirds  of  the  property  owners  on  the  whole  street.  Swann,  et 
al.,  «!.  Mayor  and  C  C.  of  C%anberland,  150. 

16.  The  term  '*  indebted,"  in  the  act  of  1795,  ch.  56,  regulating  the  suing 

oat  of  attachments,  is  not  to  be  construed  in  a  technical  or  strict 
legal  sense.     WiUon  vt.  WiUon,  Oarniehee,  j-c,  193. 

17.  The  3rd  section  of  the  act  of  1834,  ch,  79,  providing  that  no  transfer 

or  assigrnraent  of  any  **  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  goods,  or 
chattels,  or  credits,'*  shall  avail  against  an  attachment,  unless  re. 
eorded  before  the  issuing  thereof,  comprehends  chotet  in  action. 
Neptune  Jns.  Cs„  V9.  Montell,  228, 

18.  The  act  of  1847,  ch.  107,  repealing  the  said  section  of  the  act  of 

1834,  cannot  hai^e  the  effect  id  give  validity  to  unrecorded  assign- 
ments made  before  the  passage  of  such  repealing  act.    lb, 

19.  To  make  a  judgment  by  default  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  a  bar  to 

a  lease,  and  conclusive  upon  the  rights  of  tho  tenant,  under  the 
statute  of  4  €ho,  2,  ch,  38,  it  must  clearly  appear  that  the  court 
rendering  the  judgment,  designed  to  exercise  the  power  conferred 
by  the  statute ;  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  required  by  that  statute, 
must  be  filed  during  the  term  at  which  the  judgment  wii  rendered. 
Alexander  et.  Walter's  Lessee,  239. 

20.  The  power  to  sell,  vested  in  the  collector  by  the  act  ^{  '\.EA-^«  <^^• 

171,  is  a  naked  power,  specially  conferred  by  statute,  UtiAet  V^^^^^^' 
ings  ex  parte  in  character,  and  the  purchaser  who    _.   .  ^e  '^^^'^ 
such  power,  most  show  affirmatively  and  poaitivel^  Vx       tdfr     ^ 

«6        V.8  ^« 
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of  the  proceedings  oat  of  which  it  grew,  and  the  eziileiice  of  all 
the  prereqaisites  upon  which  its  lawful  exercise  depended,    lb, 

31.  A  notice  of  sale  under  the  3rd  section  of  the  act  of  1816,  th.  171, 
which  describes  the  property  as  **  a  lot  belonging  to  W,  situated  on 
the  east  side  of  South  street,  assessed  with  damages  to  the  sum  of 
06.73,"  without  designating  its  dimensions,  on  the  particular  part 
of  the  street  on  which  it  is  located,  by  reference  to  a  plat  or  other, 
wise,  is  too  vague  and  uncertain  in  its  terms,  and  is  a  fatal  objec- 
tion to  the  validity  of  the  sale.    75. 

S3.  After  the  right  of  removal  has  been  once  exercised  by  either  party » 
there  can  be  no  second  removal.  By  the  express  terms  of  the  act 
of  1805,  ch.  65,  sec.  49,  and  of  1809,  ch.  138,  sec.  20,  the  removal 
must  be  made  by  the  court  in  which  the  indictment  is  found,  and 
none  other.     Price  vs.  The  StaiCt  395.- 

23.  The  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  possessed,  in  respect  to  criminal 

jurisdiction  within  the  city  of  Baltimore,  all  the  general  powers 
and  authority  which  the  several  county  courts  possessed  within 
their  respective  territorial  jurisdictions,  and  remained  unchanged 
by  the  amendment  to  the  constitution  of  1804,  '5.     lb. 

24.  The  privilege  of  removal  was  first  made  an  object  of  constitutional 

security  by  the  act  of  1805,  which  left  to  the  legislature  no  longer 
the  power  to  deprive  a  party  of  its  exercise,  but  only  the  power 
of  extending  it,  or  prescribing  the  mode  of  its  exercise.     lb. 

25.  The  same  considerations  must  govern,  and  the  same  result  is  to  be 

attained  by  a  removal,  both  in  regard  to  the  State  and  the  accused. 
There  is  no  canon  of  interpretation  which  can  be  applied  to*  the 
one,  which  will  not  apply  with  equal  force  to  the  other.     Id. 

36.  Where  a  criminal  case  is  removed  to  an  adjoining  county  for  trial, 
under  the  act  of  1804,  ch.  55,  it  is  sufficient  to  send  a  transcript  qf 
the  record  to  the  court  to  which  the  cause  is  removed.  The  origi- 
nal papers  on  file  in  the  court,  ordering  the  removal,  need  not  be 
transmitted  with  the  record,  or  as  the  record  of  proceedings.    Ibm 

27.  The  act  of  1833,  ch.  163,  abolishing  estates  in  joint  tenancy,  does 
not  apply,  and  was  never  intended  to  apply,  to  devises  or  grants  made 
to  trustees,  for  the  benefit  of  third  persons.  Oray,  et  aZ.,  vs.  Lynch 
and  McDonald,  403v 

38,  In  this  State,  trustees  holding  funds  directed  to  be  invested  in  stocks* 
have  always  been  in  the  habit  of  making  such  investments  in  hank 
stock,  and  if  such  usage  had  never  before  existed,  its  commencement 
would  have  been  analogically  justified  by  the  4th  and  5th  sections 
of  the  act  of  1831,  ch.  315,  empowering  the  orphans  courts,  in  their 
discretion,  to  order  executors,  administrators  and  gnardians  to  invest 
trust  funds  in  their  hands  in  hank  stock.    lb. 

CONTRACTS. 

1.  A  contract  that  is  illegal  in  itself,  or  that  contemplates  the  violation 
of  some  statute,  or  is  against  public  morals,  cannot  invoke  the  aid 
of  a  court  of  justice.    Merrick  vs.  Bank  of  Metropolis,  59. 
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9.  Tfaoogh  the  eridenoe  may  ■how  Ui«  eontrtet  to  be  joint  and  Mfenl, 
yet  the  coart  mnet  look  to  the  pleedin|rt  alone,  and  are  confined  to 
what  they  allege.  It  ie  only  on  the  Mee  made  in  the  pleadings*  that 
the  plaintiff  can  recoTer.    /6. 

3.  When  the  contract  ic  joint  and  wreral,  the  plaintiff  must  treat  it  a« 

wholly  joint,  or  wholly  leparate,  and  muit  eae  all  the  parties  to- 
gether, or  each  by  himself.    Ih, 

4.  A  father,  in  behalf  of  his  son,  then  a  minor,  made  a  conditional  bar. 

gain  with  defendant  for  the  purchase  of  certain  lands,  subject  to 
the  assent  of  his  son,  when  he  attained  age,  and  under  this  contract 
advanced  to  defendant  large  sums  of  m<mey  for  the  use  of  his  son, 
and  which,  at  the  time  the  several  advances  were  made,  he  intended 
to  give  his  son.  On  attaining  age,  the  son  refused  his  assent  to 
this  contract.  Held  :  That  in  contemplation  of  law,  the  money 
00  advanced  belonged  to  the  son,  and  that  he  could  recover  it  back 
from  the  defendant  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received.  Johum 
9on  vs.  EvaM,  155. 

5.  It  is  no  objection  to  such  recovery,  that  the  contract  for  the  purchase 

of  lands  was  by  parol,  and,  therefore,  void  under  the  statute  of 
frauds*    lb. 

6.  When  the  contract  is  wholly  rescinded,  either  by  mutual  consent  of 

the  parties,  or  by  virtue  of  a  clause  contained  therein,  the  common 
count  lies  to  recover  money  paid  under  the  agreement.    lb. 

7.  If  this  purchase  was  intended  as  an  advancement  in  land  to  the  pon, 

subject  to  the  provision  that,  on  attaining  age,  he  might  affirm  the 
purchase,  or  annul  it,  and  treat  the  advances  so  made  as  a  debt,  then, 
as  the  money  was  only  to  be  the  debt  of  the  son,  by  an  election, 
which  could  not  be  made  under  a  void  contract,  it  was,  in  legal  con. 
templation,  the  money  of  the  father,  and  the  son  could  not  recover 
it.    lb. 

8.  B  and  W  made  a  parol  contract  with  O,  for  the  purchase  of  certain 

lands,  upon  certain  terms ;  upon  the  compliance  with  which,  on  the 
part  of  the  vendees,  the  vendor  was  to  give  a  sufficient  deed  for  the 
property.  Held  :  that  under  this  contract,  the  vendees  had  a  right 
to  demand,  and  were  bound  to  accept  nothing  short  of  an  unincum- 
bered legal  estate,  in  fee.    Owingt  vs.  Baldwin  and  Wheeler,  337, 

9.  If  the  contract  is  general,  it  amounts  to  an  undertaking  for  the  con. 

veyance  of  a  legal  title,  and  if  the  vondor  has  but  an  equitable  title, 
the  contract  is  not  binding  upon  the  vendee  at  law,  nor  in  equity,  if 
the  vendor  cannot  procure  the  legal  title.    lb. 
See  Attachment,  3. 

CONTRIBUTION, 

1.  Three  persons  conveyed  their  lands  to  trustees,  in  trust,  to  sell  and 
pay  the  debts  of  the  grantors,  according  to  their  legal  priorities. 
At  the  time  of  this  conveyance,  there  were  judgments  to  a  large 
amount  against  the  grantors,  both  jointly  and  severally :  Held,  that 


024  INDEX. 

CONTRIBUTION.— Coiittiitt«<2. 

in  admlDiitering  this  tnut,  the  proceeds  of  the  laiide  are  not  to  be 
regarded  as  one  common  fiind,  to  be  applied  to  the  judgment* 
against  all  or  any  of  the  grantorsi  according  to  priority,  without  re. 
ference  to  the  aourco  whence  the  fund  aroee,  or  whether  the  jadg. 
menta  were  against  one,  two,  or  all  the  grantors,  bat  that  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  lands  of  each  were  to  be  iq»plied  respectively  to  the  jadg. 
ments  against  each,  according  to  priority.    J)odg€  t>s.  Doii^,  16. 

.2,  A  party  who  purchased  the  lands  conveyed  by  one  of  the  grantors, 
and  applied  his  purchase  money  in  discharge  of  judgments  against 
snoh  grantor,  cannot  be  called  upon  to  contribate,  or  account  with 
any  one,  except  the  purchasers  of  such  grantors^  lands,  or  his  un- 
satisfied judgment  creditors,  prior,  in  point  of  dale,  to  thcpe  satisfied 
by  him,    i6. 

3.  Where  there  are  several  soreties,  and  any  of  thorn  becomes  insolvent, 
those  who  pay  the  whole  debt,  oan  compel  contribution,  in  equity, 
from  the  remaining  sdvent  sureties,  towards  the  entire  d^bt  paid. 
Young  vs.  Lyoi^  et  aZ.,  163. 

CORPORATIONS. 

1,  The  answer  of  a  corporation,  under  its  corporate  seal,  has  the  same 
force  and  efiect,  as  evidence,  as  the  answer  of  an  individual  not 
under  oath  would  have  in  a  like  case,  and  no  other  or  greater. 
Md*  and  N.  Y,  Coal  and  Iron  Co,,  vs.  Wingert^  170. 

See  Practice,  8. 

COUNSEL  FEES. 

8tt  Administrator,  Administration,  1, 

COUNTY  COURTS. 

1.  The  county  courts  in  this  State,  being  the  only  courts  of  record  with 
general  common  law  jurisdiction,  can  rightfully  exercise  all  the 
powers  exercised  by  the  court  of  King^s  bench  in  England,  so  far 
as  those  powers  are  derived  from  rules  and  principles  of  the  com- 
mon law,  and  are  suited  to  the  change  in  our  political  institutions, 
and  not  modified  by  our  constitutional  or  statutory  enactments. 
Priet  V9.  The  State,  295. 

COURT  OF  CHANCERY. 

1.  Lands  were  conveyed  to  trustees,  in  trust,  to  sell  and  pay  the  debts 
of  the  grantors,  according  to  legal  priority.  The  proceeds  were  mis- 
applied by  the  trustees,  and  Z>.,  a  purchaser,  whose  land  (for  which 
he  had  paid  the  trustees  its  full  value,)  was  levied  upon  by  judg- 
ment creditors  having  liens  prior  in  date  to  a  judgment  of  T., 
who  had  also  purchased  lands  under  the  same  trust,  but  had  retained 
the  purchase  money,  and  applied  it,  under  an  agreement  with  the 
trustees,  to  his  own  junior  judgment,  filed  a  bill  against  said  7*.» 
and  other  co-purchasers,  praying  for  an  account  and  contribution, 
and  that  7\  might  be  required  to  pay  in  his  purchase  money,  to  be 
lipplied  to  the  elder  judgments,  with  a  view  to  exonerate  the  land 
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of  ooltiplainant.  After  the  uiswer  of  7.,  the  oompltinant  filed  an 
amended  bill,  charging  that  7*t  jadgment*  to  which  he  had  to  ap- 
plied  bii  parchaae  money,  was  founded  in  aaury,  and,  therefore, 
void.  Upon  demarrer,  on  the  ground,  among  others,  of  multifa- 
rioQsneas,  it  was  Held  :  The  payment  of  tnitt  money  to  7.,  who, 
under  the  circumstances,  was  not  entitled  to  it,  whether  the  money 
of  the  complainant,  or  other  purchasers,  established  such  a  relation 
between  all  of  them,  that  if  any  one  is  called  upon  to  pay  again, 
there  is  such  priYity  between  him  and  all  the  others,  that  he  can 
seek  in  equity  to  have  the  money  restored,  and  properly  applied. 
Thmuat  vs.  Dtmh,  1. 

2.  In  equity,  the  money  paid  to  7.,  or  the  price  of  the  land  lold  to  him, 

becomes  the  fund  of  the  party  who  is  prejudiced  by  the  misapplica- 
tioD,  and  his  resort  is  not  alone  against  the  trustees,  bat  he  may  fol. 
low  the  fund.    lb, 

3.  7.  must  be  considered  as  a  purchaser,  independent  of  his  judgment 

and  agreement,  and  his  purchase  money  ought  to  be  paid  to  the  true, 
tees,  and  cannot  be  retained  by  him  in  satisfaction  of  his  own  judg- 
ments, unless  the  prior  judgments  against  the  grantors  are  satisfied. 
lb. 

4.  No  arrangement  with  the  trustees  could  let  in  his  judgments  before 

their  proper  order.    lb, 

5.  In  adjusting  his  claim,  these  judgments  of  7.  are  not  oonclusiTe,  but 

open  to  inquiry.  They  could  be  impeached  by  subsequent  judg. 
ment  creditors,  for  fraud,  collusion,  payment,  or  usury,  with  a  view 
to  defeat  them,  and  let  in  subsequent  liens.    lb* 

6.  It  is  the  right  of  cYery  party,  in  equity,  to  question  the  title,  or  the 

legality  of  a  elaim  that  precedes  his  own,  and,  by  a  successful  im- 
peachment, to  render  it  void,  and  defeat  it.     Jb. 

7.  If  subsequent  judgments  have  been  paid  with  the  complainant's 

money,  he  stands  subrogated  in  the  place  of  those  subsequent  credi- 
tors,  is  interested  in  knowing  the  extent  and  legality  of  all  the 
preceding  judgments,  and,  therefore,  has  such  privity  and  interest 
as  will  entitle  him  to  implead  7,  in  respect  of  his  judgment,  and  call 
on  him  for  a  discovery  in  relation  thereto.    lb, 

8.  Where  a  party  seeks  to  relieve  himself,  on  the  ground  of  usury, 

from  the  payment  of  the  sum  claimed  on  a  contract,  he  must  ten- 
der the  amount  actually  due ;  but  where  the  contract  or  judgment  is 
already  satisfied,  and  the  party  seeks  to  have  the  excess  accounted 
for,  and  restored,  the  reason  of  the  rule  ceases.    lb, 

9.  A  willingness  to  allow  all  that  is  actually  and  fairly  due,  is  the 

equitable  requirement,  and  as  the  complainant,  in  his  bill,  insists 
that  T*9  judgment  **  ought  to  stand  only  as  a  security  for  the  sum 
actually  due  from  the  defendant  in  it,"  this,  under  the  oircum. 
stances  of  this  case,  if  not  an  actual  tender,  is  fully  equivalent  to 
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what  the  rule  requires ;  it  it  an  offer  to  do  equity  before  he  aeke 
relief.    Ibm 

10.  T.  bae  no  claim  to  profit  by  the  complainant's  neglect.    But  fot  the 

agreement  between  him  and  the  trustees,  the  lands  and  funds  ap- 
plied  to  his  judgment  would  still  be  at  the  disposal  of  the  trustees, 
for  the  relief  of  the  complainant.  That  agreement  cannot  over- 
reach the  trust,  or  the  prior  creditors,  to  the  prejudice  of  their  judg. 
ments,  and  the  complainant  being,  in  every  equitable  point  of  view, 
(his  lands  being  held  liable  for  thoee  judgments,)  one  of  those  credi. 
tors,  has  a  just  claim,  in  a  court  of  equity,  to  the  relief  prayed,    lb* 

11.  A  married  woman,  without  the  knowledge,  privity  or  consent  of  her 

husband,  made  a  parol  agreement  with  her  brother  to  mortgage  to 
him  certain  of  her  leasehold  property,  being  induced  to  do  so  by  the 
professions  of  her  brother,  that  it  was  an  arrangement  to  secure  her 
a  provision,  in  the  event  of  her  becoming  a  widow.    Held:  that 
to  grant  an  application  by  the  brother,  for  the  specific  performance 
of  such  an  agreement,  would  violate  the  principles  of  both  law  and 
equity.    Berry  V9.  Cox  and  wife,  466. 
See  Practice  in  Chancert, 
jurrdiction. 
Trusts,  Trustee. 

COVENANT. 

I.  A  covenant  in  a  sub-lease  of  part  of  a  lot  of  gpround,  subject  to  a 
ground-rent  of  j|^75,  that  the  sub-lessee  should  hold  the  sub-de- 
mised part  **free  and  clear  of  any  other  or  greater  rent  than  that 
reserved  in  the  sub-lease,"  does  not  run  with  the  land,  or  bind  or 
charge  the  residue  of  the  lot  with  the  whole  rent  of  |75,  and  ex- 
empt the  sub-leased  portion  from  liability  for  any  part  thereof,  but 
with  respect  to  such  residue,  is  a  mere  personal  covenant.  Wahl 
vs.  BarroU  and  Spence,  286. 

9.  Though  this  covenant  does  not  run  with,  or  bind  the  residue,  yet 
it  does  run  with  and  bind  the  reversionary  interest  of  the  sub- 
lessor in  the  sub-leased  part,  and  as  against  the  sub-lessor  and  his 
assigns  of  such  reversion,  the  sub-lessee  and  his  assigns  would 
have  their  remedy  if  charged  with  any  other  or  greater  rent  than 
that  specified  in  the  sub-lease.     lb, 

3.  The  sub-lessee  having*  himself,  become  the  assignee  of  the  rever- 

sion of  the  sub-leased  lot,  the  sub-lease  and  all  its  covenants  are, 
by  operation  of  law,  mei^ed  and  extinguished,  and  he  holds  in  the 
same  manner  and  upon  the  same  terms  as  if  no  sub-lease  had  been 
made,  and  he  had  acquired  title  by  regular  assignments  from  the 
original  lessee.    lb. 

4.  The  appellants  entered  into  an  agreement,  under  sea],  reciting  that 

they  **  had  rented  of  R  S,  and  S  H,  trustee  of  A  M  W,  for  one  year, 
a  mill,  for  which  they  were  to  pay  one  hundred  and  filly  dollars  to  R 
S,  and  one  hundred  and  fifly  dollars  to  S  H,  trustee  as  aforseaid,  or 
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mieh  other  tnistee  of  ii  MW,  ai  may  be  lawfully  appointed,  aaid 
Bama  to  bo  paid  in  qaarterly  payments,  reeoverable  by  diatTMs  or 
otherwise,  by  aaid  R  S  and  S  H,  or  person  authorised  to  receive, 
jointly  or  separately,  as  to  either  of  them  may  be  convenient"  On 
the  5th  of  February,  1839,  iS  H  brought  an  action  of  coTenant  for 
the  non-payment  to  him  of  the  (150.  The  appellants  pleaded,  that 
on  the  1st  of  January,  1639,  i9  H  had  resigned  his  trusteeship  of  X 
M  Wrand  another  trustee  had  been  lawfully  appointed  in  his  plaoe. 
Upon  demurrer  to  this  plea,  Hkld:  That  the  appellants  cannot 
object  that  i9  H  has  lost  his  character  as  trustee.  Whether  trustee 
or  not,  does  not  affect  his  right  to  sue  under  the  agreement  to  which 
he  is  the  legal  party.  The  debt  accrued  to  S  Hln  his  lifetime,  and 
before  the  appointment  of  another  trustee,  and,  of  course,  sunrived 
to  his  administrator.  Lahy  and  Couiuelman  tw.  Holland^s  AdnCty 
445. 

5.  Where  a  covenant  is  by  deed  poll,  one  not  named  in  it,  cannot  recover 

on  it.    B. 

6.  Two  tenants  in  common  may  make  a  lease,  reserving  portions  of  the 

rent  to  each,  and  may  sever  in  their  actions.    /6. 

7.  Where  the  covenant  is  to  several,  for  the  performance  of  several  du. 

ties  lo  each,  there  the  covenant  shall  be  moulded  according  to  the 
several  interests  of  the  parties,  and  each  shall  only  recover  so  far  as 
his  own  interest  extends.    /5. 

8.  In  this  agreement  there  is  no  joint  legal  interest  in  the  covenantees, 

and  each  may  maintain  separate  actions  for  the  recovery  of  his  por. 
tion  of  the  rent.    i6. 

9.  If  the  coveaanteorhave  several  interests,  and  the  covenant  be  made 

with  the  covenantees,  et  cum  quolibet  eorum,  these  words  make  the 
covenants  several,  in  respect  to  their  several  interests.  Jh. 
10.  The  covenant  being  several  to  each  of  the  covenantees,  R  S  cannot 
sue  for  the  whole,  as  survivor  of  S  H,  neither  can  he,  as  such  sur. 
vivor,  recover  the  whole  sum  against  a  party  who  agrees  to  become 
security  that  the  covenantors  will  perform  all  that  is  required  of 
them  by  said  agreement.    /&• 

CUMBERLAND. 

^00  CoiWTRVonoN  OF  Acts  and  Statutis,  15t 

DECLARATIONS. 

See  EviDiNOB,  1,  27.] 

DEED. 
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DEED  OF  BARGAIN  AND  SALE. 
See  Estates  Tail,  1,  2,  5. 
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DELIYERT. 

See  Etidmck,  5. 

Bills  or  Ezohanob,  &c.,  3. 

PftACTICB,  10. 

DEMURRER. 

See  PftACTicB  or  Crancbet,  8,  11. 

DESCENT. 

See  Illbgitimati  Childkcn. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  LAND. 

1.  A  tract  of  land,  whose  patent  name  was  **  Wettem  JZouie,"  was  de^ 

scribed  in  the  sheriff's  retams  to  a  writ  of  jl./a.  and  ven^exp<ma», 
and  also  in  the  sheriff's  deed  to  the  purchaser,  as  "  Weel  Route.** 
Held:  that  this  Tariance  in  the  spelling  of  the  name,  was  not  a 
fatal  objection  to  the  title  of  such  purchaser.  Huddleaon  vs.  Rey- 
nold*s  Lesiee,  332. 

2.  A  mistake  in  spelling  the  name  of  a  tract  of  land,  will  not  Titiate  an 

instrument  of  writing,  if  the  word  mispelt  resembles,  in  sound  or 
sense,  the  right  name.    lb. 

3.  Where  a  tract  of  land  is  sometimes  called  by  its  patent  name,  and 

sometimes  by  another,  which  it  had  acquired  by  reputation,  a  con- 
Teyance  by  the  latter  name  will  pass  the  title,  and  any  description 
in  the  deed  of  the  owner,  which  is  sufficient  to  pass  the  title,  will 
be  a  sufficient  description  in  a  sheriff's  return  and  conyeyanoe. 
16. 

DIMINUTION,  WRIT  OF 
See  Remotal  of  Cases,  8^ 

DOCKING  ENTAILS. 
See  Estates  Tail. 

DOWER. 

1.  A  hatband  died,  in  1809,  seized  of  real  estate,  of  which  his  widow 
was  dowable.  In  1841,  the  widow  filed  a  bill  to  recover  her  propor. 
tion  of  rents  and  profits,  against  the  executor  of  the  party  who  had 
received  them  from  1809  to  1837.  No  person  bound  to  assign  dower 
was  made  defendant,  and  she  had  never  recovered  dower  at  law  or  in 
eqvity,  and  made  no  demand  for  it  in  this  bill.  No  demand  for 
dower  had  ever  been  made  by  her  until  1836,  when  she  sued  at  law 
for  the  same  rents  and  profits  claimed  in  this  bill,  and  in  that  suit 
the  verdict  and  judgment  were  against  her.  No  ezcnae  for  this  delay 
wss  given,  except  the  allegation  in  the  bill,  that  **  she  was  not  ap. 
prised  of  her  rights  until  after  the  death,  in  1837,  of  the  party  who 
had  received  said  rents  and  profits.**  She  had,  also,  in.  1839, assign- 
ed,  by  deed,  all  her  dower  interest  to  a  third  party.  Hbld  :  that  she 
could  not  recover.    KiddaU  vs.  TnmbUt  207. 

3.  If  there  were  no  other  objection  to  it,  this  would  be  regarded  as  v 
stale  demand,  a  demand  too  recently  set  up  to  be  established  in 
equity.     /6. 
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3.  If  a  widow  has  recoyered  dower  at  law,  she  may  afterwards  sue  in 

eqaity  for  her  proportion  of  rents  and  profits.  So  if  a  widow  dies 
pending  her  suit  for  dower,  eqaity  will  allow  rents  and  profits  to  her 
administrator.    lb, 

4.  But  if  a  widow,  herself,  consents  to  take  dower  withont  receiving  her 

proportion  of  rents  and  profits,  slie  can  never  afterwards  recover 
them,     lb, 

5.  It  would  be  difiicalt  to  decree  rents  and  profits  in  this  case,  witbout 

questioning  the  correctness  of  the  decision  in  Steiger'9  AdmWt  vs. 
Hi7/en,  5(7.  ^  J.,  131.    /fr. 

EJECTMENT. 

1.  Where  a  party  includes  in  his  claim  and  pretensions,  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  a  tract  of  land,  before  he  can  ofier  evidence  of  title 
thereto,  the  lines  of  the  entire  tract  must  first  be  located  upon  the 
plats,    Mitchell  vs.  Mitckellt  98. 

3.  But  if  he  seeks,  by  the  location  of  particular  boundaries  or  lines  of 

an  adjacent  tract,  to  elucidate  or  support  the  locations  of  the  lands 
he  claims,  or  locations  he  may  have  made  as  auxilliary  thereto,  he 
need  only  locate  such  particular  boundary  or  lines.  lb* 
9.  Where  the  beginning  and  other  boundaries  of  a  tract  are  lost,  so 
that  it  is  insusceptible  of  location  by  the  ordinary  means,  a  boun- 
dary or  boundaries  thereof  may  be  proved  by  the  location  of  a  junior 
survey,  whow  lines  call  for  such  lost  boundaries  as  the  termini 
thereof.    /6. 

4.  If  all  the  boundaries  common  to  both  surveys  are  lost,  save  one, 

which  can  be  identified  by  its  being  stated  in  the  junior  survey  as 
the  beginning  of  a  third  tract,  whose  beginning  can  be  proved,  such 
proof,  with  the  certificate  of  the  junior  survey,  will  establish  it  not 
only  as  the  boundary  of  the  third  tract,  but  as  that  called  for  in  both 
the  senior  and  junior  surveys.    lb» 

5.  A  tract  A,  calls  for  a  boundary  at  the  terminua  of  its  first  line,  which 

is  also  called  for  as  the  end  of  the  third  line  of  B,  whose  certifi- 
cate states  said  bound  to  be,  also,  the  beginning  of  W.  If  this 
boundary,  or  the  place  where  it  stood,  bo  otherwise  incapable  of 
proof  as  a  boundary  of  A,  or  of  B,  it  may  be  established  as  the 
boundary  of  both,  by  proving  it  to  be  the  beginning  of  W.     /6, 

6.  At  the  end  of  the  first  line  of  A,  and  of  the  third  line  of  B,  a  buun- 

dary  is  established,  from  which  A's  second  line,  by  its  patent,  runs 
136  perckee  to  a  bounded  tree,  the  actual  eituM  of  which  cannot  be 
proved;  but  B's  patent,  which  is  junior,  runs  its  fourth  line  with 
and  binding  on  A*8  second  line,  139  perches^  to  B*s  third  boundary, 
"  at  the  end  of  the  second  line  of  A,"  Hei.d  :  that  the  court  should 
have  instructed  the  jury,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  A's  second  lino 
terminates  at  the  end  of  136  perches,  as  expressed  in  its  patent,  lb* 

7.  A  certified  copy  of  a  warrant  from  the  land  office  is  admissible  in 
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of.  The  revenion  in  fee  of  the  same  lot  in  1814,  became  tested  ia 
S  R  M,  one  of  the  appellants.  W  took  possession  and  paid  the 
IfTOond  rent  to  S  R  Af,  up  to  March  1819,  when  he  left  the  pro« 
perty.  About  one  year  after  this,  S  R  M,  rented  the  lot  to  one 
Smiiht  against  whom,  in  1823,  the  rent  beingr  in  arrear,  she  brought 
an  action  of  ejectment,  in  which  judgment  by  default  was  rendered 
against  the  casual  ejector,  in  March  of  the  same  year,  and  in  Febru- 
ary 1824,  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  required  under  the  statute  of 
4  Obo,  2,  was  filed  in  the  caso.  In  1841,  the  appellees,  who  had 
now  attained  age,  brought  ejectment  against  the  appellants  in  pos- 
session of  the  premises.  Help  :  that  the  proceedings  in  the  eject- 
ment against  Smith,  do  not  estop  the  appellants  from  denying  Wg 
possession  of  the  premises  at  the  time  that  ejectment  was  brought. 
Alexander  vs.  Walter's  Leeeee,  239. 

3.  W  cot  being  a  party  to  the  suit  against  Smith,  and  having  no  privity  or 

connection  with  the  latter,  who  was  the  immediate  tenant  oi  S  R 
M,  but  claiming  the  lot  under  the  original  lease,  there  would  be  no 
mutuality  in  making  the  proceedings  in  that  casCi  an  estoppel  to  the 
appellants  in  this.    lb. 

4.  As  the  appellants  could  not  rely  upon  the  recovery  in  the  ejectment 

against  Smith,  as  a  bar  to  the  right  of  the  appellees  to  recover  in 
this  suit,  the  rule  of  reciprocity  upon  which  the  doctrine  of  estop, 
pels  stands,  forbids  thjD  latter  from  using  the  same  recovery  as  an 
estoppel  to  the  former.    lb, 

5.  Estoppels  must  be  reciprocal  and  bind  both  {mrties.    They  operate 

only  on  parties  and  privies  in  blood  or  estate,  and  can  be  used 
neither  by  nor  against  strangers.    Ib» 

6.  As  between  the  appellant  and  Smith,  the  former  would  be  estopped 

from  denying  the  statement  in  the  affidavit  of  S  R  M,  filed  in  the 
ejectment  case  against  the  latter,  but  IT,  the  father  of  the  appel- 
lees, and  who  was  directed  to  receive  the  rents  of  the  lot,  was  a 
stranger  to  that  suit,  and  did  not  act  upon,  nor  was  he  misled.  In. 
jured  or  deceived  by  the  admission  in  that  affidavit,  it  cannot, 
therefore,  operate  as  an  estoppel  in  pait,  to  preclude  the  appellants 
from  showing  in  this  case  that  they  took  possession  prior  to  the 
time  when  the  ejectment  in  that  case  was  brought.    Jb. 

7.  Estoppels  in  paia,  cannot  be  pleaded,  but  are  given  in  evidence  to  the 

jury,  and  under  the  direction  of  the  court,  may  operate  as  eflbctu- 
ally  as  technical  estoppels.    Jb, 

8.  As  a  general  rule,  a  party  will  be  precluded  from  denying  his  own 

acts  or  admissions,  which  were  expressly  designed  to  influence  the 
conduct  of  another,  and  did  so  influence  it,  and  when  such  denial 
will  operate  to  the  injury  of  the  latter ;  but  as  to  third  persons,  he  is 
not  bound,  but  may  show  that  such  admissions  were  mistaken  or 
fintnxe.    lb.  t&^i 
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9.  The  doctrine  of  estoppels  in  pme,  stands  upon  the  broad  grounds  of 
public  policy  and  good  faith :  it  is  interposed  to  preyent  injastice, 
and  to  guard  against  fraud,  by  denying  to  a  party  the  right  to  repo. 
diate  his  admissions  when  they  ha?e  been  acted  upon  by  persons  to 
whom  they  were  directed,  and  whose  conduct  tliey  were  intended 
to  influence,    /i. 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  The  declarations  of  a  tenont  in  tail,  that  he  **got  the  land  in  contro- 

versy by  intailment,**  are  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  preying  pedi- 
gree, but  not  to  prove  kis  title  to  the  land  09  tenant  in  tail.  Maalin 
OS.  Thomao,  18. 

2.  Estates  tail  are  created  by  deed  or  will,  which  must  be  produced,  or  a 

proper  foundation  must  bo  laid  for  presuming  that  they  existed. 
Their  existence  is  not  to  be  proved  by  oral  testimony  of  thisdescrip* 
tion.     75. 

3.  Where  testimony  is  o0ered,  which  has  no  tendency  to  prove  the  issue 

in  the  case,  it  is  error  to  permit  it  to  go  to  the  jury.     i5« 

4.  He  who  claims  to  be  a  creditor,  must  take  care  to  procure  legal  evi- 

dence of  the  contract  which  makes  him  such,  for  the  law  will  not 
help  him  by  any  of  its  presumptions.  If  a  man  claims  to  have  lent 
money  to  another,  something  more  is  necessary  than  proof  of  the 
delivery  of  the  money,  for  this,  prima  facie,  is  only  proof  of  pay. 
ment.    Stewart  vs.  Pattison^o  Ext^re,  46. 

5.  A  witness  who  has  seen  a  party  write,  although  but  once,  and  who  has 

in  this  mode  acquired  a  knowledge  of  the  general  character  of  his 
handwriting,  is  competent  to  testify  with  respect  to  its  genuineness. 
Smith  vs.  Walton^  77.  « 

6.  A  witness  who  has  seen  a  party  write,  or  who  has  corresponded  with 

him,  is  qualified  to  speak  with  respect  to  the  genuineness  of  his  sig. 
nature.    Ih, 

7.  The  impression  made  upon  the  mind  of  a  witness  who  has  seen  a 

person  write  his  naml^but  once,  may  be  exceedingly  faint  and  im. 
perfect,  but  it  is,  nevertheless,  testimony,  provided  the  witness  can 
declare,  that  from  his  knowledge  of  the  character  of  the  handwrit- 
ing thus  acquired,  he  believes  it  to  be  genuine.    i5. 

8.  The  question,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  competency  of  the  witness, 

must  depend  not  on  the  quantity  of  his  information,  but  the  source 
from  which  it  is  derived.    Ih, 

9.  A  witness  said  he  believed  the  signature  of  the  surname  to  be  genu- 

ine, but  could  not  say  so  as  to  the  christian  name,  and,  therefore, 
could  not  prove  the  whole  signature.  Held  :  that  this  evidence, 
standing  by  itself,  would  be  admissible ;  but  its  admissibility  is 
placed  beyond  controversy  when  offered  in  connection  with  the  tes- 
timony of  another  witness,  who  proved,  in  his  opinion,  the  whole 
signature  genuine.    /6, 
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10.  Where  both,  by  the  natare  of  the  qaestions  on  cross-examination, 

and  the  character  of  the  prayer  offered  to  the  coart  below,  by  the 
defendant,  it  was  conceded  that  the  witneaa  had  the  knowledge 
capacitating  him  to  testify  in  regard  to  the  handwriting,  his  tosti. 
mony  is  not  open,  in  this  coart,  to  the  objection  that  the  plaintiff 
should  ha7e  established  such  knowledge  as  a  preliminary  fact,  be. 
fore  asking  the  witness  to  testify,  from  such  knowledge,  to  the 
genuineness  of  the  signature.    lb. 

11.  It  is  perfectly  legitimate,  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  his  recollection 

of  the  handwriting,  to  hand  to  the  witness  a  paper  which  he  saw 
the  defendant  sign,  and  then  for  the  witness  to  state,  as  the  result 
of  a  comparison  between  that  signature  and  the  impression  formed 
in  his  mind  of  the  general  character  of  the  defondant*s  writing, 
derived  from  antecedent  knowledge,  that  he  believed  the  disputed 
signature  genuine.    Jb. 

12.  But  the  opinion  of  a  witness  who  founds  his  belief  upon  a  mere  naked 

comparison  of  two  signatures,  one  disputed,  and  the  other  known 
by  him  to  be  genuine,  is  clearly  inadmissible  to  prove  the  genuine* 
ness  of  the  disputed  signature.    Jb. 

13.  It  is  a  rule  of  law,  now  too  firmly  established  to  be  disturbed,  that 

signatures  cannot  be  proved  by  a  direct  comparison  of  hands ;  by 
which  is  meant  the  collation  of  two  papers  in  juxta.position  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining,  by  inspection,  if  they  were  written  by  the 
same  person.    lb. 

14.  The  sufficiency,  in  fact,  of  testimony  to  sustain  the  issue,  is  exclu« 

sively  a  question  for  the  jury.     lb. 

15.  A  jvitness  who  has  seen  the  defendant  write,  though  but  once,  is  com- 

petent to  speak  with  respect  to  the  genuineness  of  his  signature. 
Edelen  vs.  Oough,  87. 

16.  In  an  action  upon  a  single  bill,  which  recited :  **  On  a  settlement  this 

day  of  H^e  two  notes  due  B,  (amounting  to,  &c.,)  I  fall  in  his  debt 
$406.45,  which  sum  I  hereby  promise  and  oblige  myself,  my  heirs, 
&c.,  to  pay  to  B,  or  order,  for  value  received,**  to  which  non  est 
factum  was  pleaded,  the  defendant  cannot  give  in  evidence  that  H 
died  some  twenty  years  since,  and  was  not  related  to  the  defendant 
in  blood  or  estate,  though  connected  with  the  opinion  of  a  witness 
familiar  with  the  handwriting  of  the  defendant,  that  the  signature 
to  the  single  bill  was  not  genuine.  Such  evidence  is  irrelevant  to 
the  issue,  and  would  tend  to  mislead  the  jury,     lb, 

17.  After  parol  evidence  of  the  contents,  date,  &,c.,  of  a  draft  had  been 

given,  without  objection,  by  one  witness,  and  a  second  witness  had 
also  testified  in  regard  to  tlic  same  paper,  it  is  too  late  to  object  that 
such  evidence  is  illegal  testimony,  because  the  draft  itself,  which 
was  in  possession  of  the  party  in  court,  but  not  exhibited  in  evi- 
dencc,  was  the  best  proof  of  these  facts.     Shankt  vs.  Dentf  120. 
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28.  EYldenoe  which,  standingr  alone  and  unexplained,  woald  not  be  com. 
potent  testimony,  may  become  admissible  when  followed  by  other 
explanatory  evidence  before  objection  taken.  Smith  V9,  Morgan, 
133. 

19.  In  an  action  of  replevin  by  an  executor,  o  distributee  of  the  testator's 

estate  is  an  incompetent  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  of 
interest.    Ib» 

20.  A  release  by  the  distributee,  of  her  interest  in  the  property  in  dispute 

in  the  replevin  suit,  without  releasing  her  entire  interest  in  the 
estate,  will  not  restore  her  competency,  because  she  is  still  inter- 
ested in  the  augmentation  of  the  estate.    Jb. 

21.  The  plaintiff,  to  restore  the  competency  of  this  witness,  the  daughter 

of  the  testator,  offered  the  will  of  the  testator,  by  which  the  negro 
in  dispute  was  given  to  witness,  ■*  fur  her  sole  and  separate  use,  ex- 
elusive  of  the  control  of  her  husband,  during  her  natural  life,"  and 
also  a  release  executed  by  witness  and  her  husband.  Held  :  that 
this  did  not  render  her  a  competent  witness.     i6« 

22.  Neither  the  wife  alone,  nor  the  husband  and  wife  conjointly,  can,  at 

law,  divest  the  wife's  interest  in  property  which  she  holds  to  her 
sole  and  separate  use.     Jb, 

23.  The  acts  and  declarations  of  the  testator,  in  regard  to  the  ownership 

of  the  negro,  for  whieh  this  action  was  brought  by  the  executor,  are 
admissible  in  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gesta.    lb. 

24.  The  will  of  the  testator  is  admissible  as  a  declaration  and  claim  of 

possession  and  property  to  the  negro  in  dispute,  by  the  testator,  in 
his  lifetime.     i&. 

25.  Declarations  of  a  party,  that  he  signed  a  bond  with  the  understand. 

ing  that  another  person  was  to  be  his  co-securily,  made  after  the 
act  of  signing,  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  as  part  of  the  ret 
gesta.    Miller  vs.  State,  use  of  Henry  Fiery,  141. 

26.  The  answer  of  a  corporation,  under  its  corporate  seal,  has  the  same 

force  and  effect,  as  evidence,  as  the  answer  of  an  individual  not 
under  oath  would  have  in  a  like  case,  and  no  other  or  greater, 
JIfd.  and  N.  Y,  Coed  and  Iron  Co,,  vs,  Wingert,  170. 

27.  Declarations  of  a  party  under  whom  the  defendant  claims,  by  title  sub- 

sequently acquired,  as  to  a  receipt  which  he  was  about  to  execute  to 
defendant,  and  which  constitutes  the  title  paper  of  the  latter,  are 
admissible  in  evidence  against  the  defendant.  Robinet  ct.  Wilson, 
179. 

28.  The  deed  of  the  collector  of  the  city  of  Baltimore^  conveying  to  the 

purchaser,  property  sold  under  the  act  of  1816,  ch.  171,  is  evidence 
of  the  factum  of  the  sale ;  the  right  to  convey  is  implied  from  the 
power  to  sell.    Alexander  ts.  Walter's  Lessee,  239. 

29.  But  this  deed  is  not  evidence  of  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings 

preceding  the  sale,  and  out  of  which  the  power  to  sell  arose.    lb. 
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See  Ejectment,  7,  10. 
Receipts,  1,  2. 

Slander,  for  evidence  in  that  action'. 
Practice,  45. 
Guardian  and  Ward,  5. 

EXECUTOR  AND  ADMINISTRATOR. 
See  Practice,  2,  3,  4,  5,  34. 
Orphans  Court. 
Mortgage,  &a.,  I. 

EXTINGUISHMENT  OF  DEBTS. 

1.  A  bond  of  a  mortgagor,  for  96,000,  secured  b^  mortgage,  w^as  paid  at 
its  maturity,  (1st  of  April,  1839,)  by  a  check  of  the  obligor  for 
$5,000,  and  his  promissory  note  for  (^1,370,  payable  Ist  of  April, 
1840.  Receipts  for  this  check  and  note  were  endorsed  on  the  bond, 
which  was  delivered  up  to  the  obligor.  The  note  not  being  paid  at 
maturity,  it  was  Held  r  That,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  an  express 
agreement  to  that  eifact,  these  receipts,  and  tho  delivery  up  of  the 
bond,  did  not  extinguish  the  lien  of  the  mortgage.  Md.  and  iV.  Y. 
Coal  and  Iron  Co^  V9,  Wingert,  170. 

3.  Tho  acceptance  of  a  note  will  not  extinguish  a  debt,  unless  there  bo 
an  express  contract  or  agreement  to  receive  it  as  an  absolute  pay. 
ment,  and  to  run  the  risk  of  its  being  paid.    lb, 

FEME  COVERT. 

See  Will  and  Testament,  7. 

FRAUD. 

See  Statute  op  Frauds. 

Fraudulent  Conveyances. 
Limitations,  6. 

FRAUDULENT  CONVEYANCES. 

1,  In  this  case,  tho  court.  Chambers,  Sfbnce,  and  Magruder,  J.,  against 
the  opinion  of  Martin  and  Frick,  J.,  who  dissented,  and  contrary 
to  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Albert  and  wife,  V9,  Winn  and  jRom, 
7  Gillf  446,  sustained  the  validity  of  a  deed  conveying  to  a  trustee 
all  tho  grantor^s  property,  in  trtuif  to  sell  the  same,  and  apply  the 
proceeds,  1st.  To  the  expenses  of  executing  the  trust  and  commis- 
sions to  the  trustee.  3nd.  To  the  payment  of  a  certain  mortgage 
on  the  property.  3rd.  To  or  towards  the  payment  of  the  claims  of 
all  creditors  who,  within  thirty  days,  should  assent  to  the  deed,  and 
execute  releases  to  the  grantor  of  their  claims.  And  4th.  To  ap- 
ply the  balance,  if  any,  to  the  payment  of  the  claims  of  all  other 
creditors  than  those  therein  provided  for,  rateably  and  proportionably. 
KetilevDeU  va.  Stewartj  472. 

FREEDOM. 

See  Mani'Misjjion 
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GUARDIAN  AND  WARD. 

1.  Every  {raardian,  however  appointed,  ie  ooder  the  niperiiitendaiice  and 

control  of  a  cooit  of  chanceiy,  and  may  be  there  held  reiponaible 

for  his  condact,  upon  application  of  the  infant  by  proekein  ami. 

Bartui  and  Fergtuwn,  vs.  CompUnC*  iiJm'rt,  391. 
3.  A  bill  in  equity  may  be  filed  daring  iniknoy,  and  the  court  will  hear 

any  one  on  behalf  of  the  infant.    Ih» 

3.  A  bill  filed  by  the  repreaentatives  of  a  ward,  against  the  ezeontora  of 

a  guardian,  in  whose  hands  the  estate  of  the  infant  remained  onae- 
oonnted  for  at  his  death,  is  clearly  within  the  jarisdiction  of  chan- 
cery,   lb, 

4.  The  intervention  of  a  remedy  at  common  law,  against  the  represen- 

tatives of  the  guardian,  cannot  be  made  to  control  the  original  relief 
which  chancery  had  the  power  to  afibrd.    lb* 

5.  As  evidence  of  payment  of  a  legacy  due  to  a  ward,  the  defendants  re- 

lied  on  a  memorandum  in  the  handwriting  of  C.  the  husband  of  the 
ward,  by  which  he  charged  himself  with  **  amount  of  B*«  draft, 
500,'*  (B  being  the  guardian.)  The  draft  was  not  produced,  and 
there  was  no  proof  of  its  payment,  or  on  what  account  it  was  drawn. 
They  further  claimed  a  credit  of  (15,000,  being  the  amount  of  a 
check  by  B,  on  a  bank  in  Ba//tmore,  payable  to  C,  or  bearer,  which 
was  paid  by  the  bank,  but  to  whom  the  money  was  paid,  did  not  ap- 
pear. Held  :  that  this  evidence  of  payment  was  too  indefinite  and 
vague  to  entitle  the  guardian  to  a  discharge  in  equity.     76. 

6.  When  payments  of  this  character,  looking  to  the  discharge  of  a  guar- 

dian's account,  are  made,  it  is  essential  that  the  party,  at  his  peril, 
should  obtain  and  preserve  the  neeessary  and  legal  evidence  to  that 
efiTect.    lb. 

HANDWRITING. 

See  EvinxifOB,  5  to  14. 

HOTCH-POT. 

1.  A  child  who  has  received  any  advancement  from  his  father,  in  his  life, 
time,  is  bound  to  bring  such  advance  into  hotch-pot  only  in  caso  of 
actual  or  total  intestacy.     Stewart  vs.  Pattieon't  Exc*re,  46. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  The  plaintiff,  to  restore  the  competency  of  this  witness,  the  daughter 
of  the  testator,  offered  the  will  of  the  testator,  by  which  the  negro 
in  dispute  was  given  to  witness,  **  for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  ez. 
elusive  of  the  control  of  her  husband,  during  her  natural  life,"  and 
also  a  release  executed  by  witness  and  her  husband.  Held  :  that 
this  did  not  render  her  a  competent  witness.  Smith  vo,  Morgan^ 
133. 

9.  Neither  the  wife  alone,  nor  the  husband  and  wife  conjointly,  can,  at 
law,  divest  the  wi&'s  interest  in  property  which  she  holds  to  her 
sole  and  separate  use.    lb. 

68        Y.8 
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3.  A  married  woman,  without  the  knowledge,  privity  or  conMot  of  her 
hoBband,  made  a  parol  agreement  with  her  brother  to  mortgage  to 
him  certain  of  her  leaaehold  property,  being  induced  to  do  eo  by  the 
profeeaions  of  her  brother,  that  it  waa  an  arrangement  to  aecure  her 
a  provision,  in  the  event  of  her  becoming  a  widow.  Held  :  that 
to  grant  an  application  by  the  brother,  for  the  apecific  performance 
of  such  an  agreement,  would  violate  the  principles  of  both  law  and 
equity.    Berry  tv.  Cox  and  wife,  466. 

ILLEGITIMATE  CHILDREN. 

1.  An  illegitimate  child,  whose  parents  never  married,  died  intestate  and 
without  issue.  Held  :  that  neither  his  mother  nor  her  legitimate 
children,  had  any  claim  to  his  estate,  under  the  act  of  1825,  ch.  156, 
Miller,  et  ah,  v»,  Stewart,  et  aL,  128. 

3.  By  the  common  law,  bastards,  having  no  inheritable  blood,  are  inca- 
pable of  taking  as  heir  to  the  putative  father,  mother,  or  any  one 
else.    Jb. 

3.  The  7th  section  of  the  act  of  1820,  ch,  191,  legitimates  only  where 

the  parents  subsequently  marry,  and  recognise  such  child,    Jb. 

4.  The  act  of  1825,  ch.  156,  only  enables  an  illegitimate  to  inherit  from 

the  mother,  and  from  illegitimate'  brothers  and  sisters,     lb. 

5.  Illegitimates  cannot  take  from  the  legitimate,  neither  can  the  legiti- 

mate inherit  from  them. 

INADEQUACY  OF  PRICE. 
See  Vacating  Deeds,  1. 

INFANTS. 

See  Will  and  Testament,  7. 
Guardian  and  Ward. 

INJUNCTION. 

See  Jurisdiction,  5  to  8. 

Construction  or  Acts  and  Statutcs,^3.' 

INNUENDO. 

See  Slander,  12,  14. 

INSOLVENCY. 

See  Practice  in  Chancery,  4  to  10. 

JOINT  OWNERS  OF  VESSELS. 

1.  If  three  or  more  persons,  not  partners  in  trade,  and  not  purchasing  with 
partnership  means,  become  the  purchasers  of  a  vessel,  they  are  le. 
garded  in  Jaw  as  part  owners  thereof,  and  not  as  partners ;  they  hold 
the  vessel  as  tenants  in  common.    Milbum  vs.  Guyther,  92, 

3.  But  it  does  not  thence  follow,  that  upon  the  termination  of  the  joint 
ownership  by  their  authorised  act,  or  during  its  continuance,  they 
can  maintain  actions  at  law  against  each  other,  either  for  the  le- 
coveiy  of  the  VMsel,  or  their  respeetife  proportions  of  the  froight ; 
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or  that  if  one  part  owner,  by  the  consent  and  for  the  boneBt  of  all 
the  owners,  sells  the  vessel  and  receives  tho  proceeds,  each  of  the 
other  part  owners  can  separately  sae  at  law  for  his  proportion  of 
the  proceeds  of  sale.    Ih, 

3.  The  ordinary  remedy  of  part  owners  to  obtain  an  adjustment  of  the 

ship's  account  among  themselvoF,  is  a  suit  in  equity.  All  the  part 
owners  should  join  as  plaintiffs  for  the  recovery  of  the  freight,  be- 
cause all  of  them  are  partners  with  respect  to  the  concerns  of  the 
ship.    lb, 

4.  If  part  owners  give  a  joint  authority  to  an  agent  to  sell  the  entire 

ship,  they  cannot  maintain  separate  actions  against  him  for  their 
respective  shares  of  the  money,  though  each  may  do  so  if  they 
separately  authorised  the  agent  to  sell  their  respective  shares  of  the 
ship.    lb* 

JOINT  TENANTS. 

See  TrusTi  Trustee,  9. 

JUDGMENT. 

See  Court  of  Chancery,  1  to  10. 

JURISDICTION. 

1.  The  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity  to  superintend  the  administration 

of  assets,  and  decree  distribution  among  legatees,  is  now  fully  es. 
tablished.    Barnes  and  Fergusaon,  vs.  Compion^s  Adnfra,  391. 

2.  The  intervention  of  a  remedy  at  common  law,  against  the  represen. 

tatives  of  the  guardian,  cannot  be  made  to  control  the  original  relief 
which  chancery  had  the  power  to  afford.     lb. 

3.  Where  the  authority  and  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  chancery  is  ori- 

ginal and  established,  it  is  not  ousted  by  a  statutory  provision,  giving 
to  courts  of  law  power  over  the  same  subject,     lb. 

4.  Chancery  will  entertain  a  bill  which,  on  its  face,  discloses  a  complete 

remedy  at  law,  where  sufficient  ground  is  shown  for  going  into 
equity .  Ih. 
5.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  appellants,  alleging  that  the  damages  for  the  open 
ing  and  extension  of  certain  streets  in  the  city  of  Baltimore,  secured  U 
them  by  the  act  of  1837,  ch.  358,  bad  not  been  assessed  to  them  by  the 
street  commissioners  of  said  city,  in  their  proceedings  for  the  exten- 
sion of  said  streets,  and  that  upon  appeal  to  the  city  court,  the  jury 
had,  also,  in  their  assessment  of  damages  made  no  assessment  of  dam- 
ages to  the  complainants,  who  were,  thereby,  absolutely  denied  the 
rights  vested  in  them  by  said  act,  the  chancellor  granted  an  injunction 
restraining  the  appellee  from  collecting  the  assessments  made  by  the 
jury.  The  answer  of  the  appellee  averred,  that  the  provisions  of  said 
act  of  Assembly  were  especially  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  jury, 
and  fully  discussed,  and  deliberately  considered  by  them,  and  the 
chancellor  thereupon  ordered  the  injunction  to  be  dissolved,  which 
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order  waa  affirmed  upon  appeal,  Richardson,  et  a2.,  w.  Mayer  and 
C.  C.  of  Baltimore,  433. 

6.  Courts  of  equity  will  interfere  where  courtf  of  ordinary  juriadiction 

are  inadequate  instrumenta  of  justice,  to  restrain  the  assertion  of 
doubtful  rights  in  a  manner  prodoctiTe  of  irreparable  damage,  and 
to  prevent  injury  to  third  persons  by  the  doubtful  title  of  others,   i^. 

7.  The  chancery  court  has  no  right  to  interfere  to  arrest  the  proceedings 

or  the  judgment  of  Baltimore  city  court,  on  the  ground  of  legal 
error ;  it  has  no  supervisory  power  over  courts  of  law.    A. 

8.  To  justify  the  interposition  of  equity,  there  must  be  some  ineqaitable 

advantage  taken,  which  would  render  it  unconscientious  in  the  party 
obtaining  it,  to  enforce  the  judgment,  and  of  which  the  party  seek- 
ing the  aid  of  equity  could  not  have  availed  himself  at  law,  or  waa 
prevented  from  doing  so  by  fraud  or  accident,  or  the  act  of  the  op. 
posite  party  unmixed  with  any  fraud  or  negligence  on  his  part«  lb» 
See  County  Courts. 

LAND  OFFICE. 

See  Ejscthbjct. 

LAPSE  OF  TIME. 
See  Stali  Dbhano. 

LlHITATIOtiS. 

Case  of  Barnes  and  Fergusson,  of.  Compton's  Adm*rs,  391. 

LEASE,  LESSOR,  LESSEE. 

1.  A  covenant  in  a  sub-lease  of  part  of  a  lot  of  ground,  subject  to  a 

ground-rent  of  |75,  that  the  sub-lessee  should  hold  the  sub-de- 
mised part  *'  free  and  clear  of  any  other  or  greater  rent  than  that 
reserved  in  the  sub-lease,'*  does  not  run  with  the  land,  or  bind  or 
charge  the  residue  of  the  lot  with  the  whole  rent  of  |75,  and  ex- 
empt the  sub-leased  portion  from  liability  for  any  part  thereof,  but 
with  respect  to  such  residue,  is  a  mere  personal  covenant.  Wahl 
vs.  Barroll  and  Spence,  288. 

2.  Though  this  covenant  does  not  run  with,  or  bind  the  residue,  yet 

it  does  run  with  and  bind  the  reversionary  interest  of  the  sub- 
lessor in  the  sub-leased  part,  and  as  against  the  8ub*lessor  and  his 
assigns  of  such  reversion,  the  sub-lessee  and  his  assigns  would 
have  their  remedy  if  charged  with  any  other  or  greater  rent  than 
that  specified  in  the  sub-lease,     /ft. 

3.  The  sub-lessee  having,  himself,  become  the  assignee  of  the  rever- 

sion of  the  sub-leased  lot,  the  sub-lease  and  all  its  covenants  are, 
by  operation  of  law,  merged  and  extinguished,  and  he  holds  in  the 
same  manner  and  upon  the  same  terms  as  if  no  sub-lease  had  been 
made,  and  he  had  acquired  title  by  regular  assignments  from  the 
original  lessee,    /ft. 

4.  The  words  '*  subject  to  the  originally  reserved  ground-rent,"  used 

in  an  assignment  of  a  lease,  are  words  of  description,  and  not  of 
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eontract:  if  they  were  omitted,  the  assignee  would  still  he  bound 
to  pay  the  rent  reserred  in  the  original  lease.    A. 
8te  Limitations,  3. 

LEGACY,  LEGATEE,  Stc. 
See  Makumissiok,  1. 

Will  akd  Testament,  3,  S. 
Election,  3. 

LETTERS  OF  ADMINISTRATION  DE  BONIS  NON. 
See  Orphans  Court,  3,  4. 

LIBEL. 

See  Slander  akd  Libel. 

LIEN. 

1.  The  finder  of  lost  property,  for  the  restoration  of  which  the  owner 
has  offered  a  fixed  or  certain  reward,  has  a  lien  on  the  property, 
and  may  retain  possession  of  it,  if,  on  his  offer  to  restore  it,  the 
owner  refuses  to  pay  the  reward.  WiU^m  vs.  Gtiylon,  213. 
3.  But  where  the  offer  of  the  owner  was  merely  to  pay  **  a  liberal  re- 
ward," it  was  Held:  that  there  was  no  ground  for  the  implication 
of  such  a  lien.    Jb. 

3.  The  doctrine  of  lien  is  more  favored  now  than  formerly,  and  it  is 

now  recognised  as  a  general  principle,  that  wherever  a  party  has, 
by  his  labor  and  skill,  improved  the  value  of  property  placed  in 
his  possession,  he  has  a  lien  upon  it  until  paid.    ifr. 

4.  Liens  are  implied  when,  from  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  the 

owner  of  the  property  is  assumed  as  having  designed  to  create 
them,  or  when  it  can  be  fairly  inferred,  from  circumstances,  that 
it  was  the  understanding  that  they  should  exist,     lb, 

5.  The  existence  of  liens  has  been  sustained  when  they  contribute  to 

promote  public  policy  and  convenience.    lb. 
See  £!xtinoui8hmsnt  of  I>bbt8,  1. 

LIMITATIONS. 

1.  The  plea  of  limitations  is  no  bar,  where  it  is  proved  that  the  defendant, 
within  three  yean  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  acknow- 
ledged the  existence  of  the  debt,  without  any  refusal  to  pay,  or  ex. 
cuse  for  not  paying  it.    Johnson  vs.  Evans,  155, 

3.  The  rule  in  New  York,  that  a  possession  of  fourteen  years  is  the  pe. 
riod  ffom  which  a  regular  re-entry  at  common  law  for  the  non-pay. 
ment  of  rent,  may  be  presumed,  is  entirely  arbitrary,  and  not  sus- 
tained by  authority  or  analogy,  and  cannot  receive  the  assent  of 
this  court.    Alexander  w.  Walter*s  Lessee,  S39. 

3.  Where  a  lease  contains  a  clause  of  re-entry  for  non-payment  of  rent, 
twenty  yean  uninterrupted,  exclusive,  notorious  and  advenary  poa. 
session  of  the  lessor,  and  those  claiming  under  him,  will«  in  aaalogy 
to  the  statute  of  limitations,  warrant  the  presumptipii  of  a  regular 
re-entry  at  common  law.    Ih, 
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4.  But  a  prayer  which  omits  to  prewDt  the  qaertiOD  of  adrenrary  po«- 

Bossion,  aa  a  fact  to  be  found  bj  the  jury,  will  be  defective.    lb. 

5.  From  analogy  to  the  statute  of  limitations  and  the  doctrine  of  pre- 

sumptions  as  applied  to  land,  a  possession  for  a  less  period  than 
twenty  years,  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  the  presumption  of  a  re- 
gular re-entry  at  common  law  for  the  non-payment  of  the  rent  re- 
served by  the  lease.    76, 

6.  In  this  State,  where  we  have  a  separate  chancery  jurisdiction,  the 

question  of  fraud,  as  a  means  of  preventing  the  effect  and  opera- 
tion of  the  statute  of  limitations,  must  be  referred  to  chancery, 
and  cannot  be  relied  on,  by  way  of  replication  to  the  plea  of  the 
statute,  in  a  court  of  law.    Jiegro  Franklin  vs.  Waters^  323. 

LIMITED  JURISDICTION. 
iSiee  Appeal,  3. 
Practice,  28. 

LOCATIONS. 

Set  Ejectment. 

MANUMISSION. 

1.  The  bequest  of  freedom  to  a  slave  is  a  legacy  equal  to  the  amount 

of  his  appraised  value.     Spence  vs.  J^egro  Dennis,  314. 

2.  The  design  of  the  acts  authorising  manumission  of  slaves,  was  not 

to  foster  emancipation,  and  thereby,  as  far  as  practicable,  to  put  an 
end  to  slavery,  but  it  was  to  enlarge  the  powers  and  privileges  of 
masters,  and  to  give  them  an  authority  to  dispose  of  their  slaves 
in  a  way  w^hich,  otherwise,  they  did  not  possess,     lb. 

3.  There  has  been  no  material  change  in  the  views  of  the  legislature 

upon  the  subject  of  slavery,  since  the  acts  of  1715,  ch.  44,  and 
1752,  ch.  1,  except  as  to  the  power  of  testamentary  manumis- 
sion,   lb. 

4.  A  testator,  by  his  will,  devised  **that  all  his  negroes  be  free  at  the 

age  of  thirty-eight  years,  provided  they  leave  the  State  within 
thirty  days  after  they  attain  said  age,*'  **and  should  they  return 
to  reside  in  the  State,  my  will  is,  then,  that  they  shall  be  slaves  to 
my  heirs.*'  Held:  That  the  conditions  attached  to  this  bequest 
of  freedom,  are  conditions  subsequent,  and,  being  subsequent,  are 
wholly  unauthorised  by  the  act  of  Assembly,  and,  therefore,  void. 

lb. 

5.  Testamentary  manumission  only  exists  in  this  State,  by  virtue  of 

the  13th  section  of  the  act  of  1796,  ch.  67,  and  can  only  be  exer- 
cised in  pursuance  of  the  authority  thereby  given.    76. 

6.  Under  this  act  a  testator  may  prescribe  the  period  when  manumis- 

sion shall  commence,  but  he  has  no  power  to  put  an  end  to  a  state 
of  freedom,  and  restore  the  condition  of  slavery.    lb. 

7.  Freedom  having  once  vested,  by  no  compact  between  the  master 

and  liberated  slave,  nor  by  any  condition  subsequent,  attached  to 
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the  gift  of  freedom ,  can  a  state  of  slavery  be  reproduced.  Nothing 
short  of  legislative  power,  daly  exercised,  can  produce  such  a  re- 
sult,   lb, 

MARRIAGE. 

See  Specific  Execution  or  Contracts,  3,  7,  8. 

MAXIMS  AND  GENERAL  RULES  OF  LAW. 
See  Practice  in  Cmancbrt,  21. 

MAYOR  AND  CITT  COUNCIL  OF  BALTIMORE. 

See  Case  of  Richardson  vs.  Mayor  and  C.  C.  of  Baltimore,  433. 

MERGER. 

1.  The  sub-lessee  having,  himself,  become  the  assignee  of  the  reversion 
of  the  sub-leased  lot,  the  sub-lease  and  all  its  covenants  are,  by 
operation  of  law,  merged  and  extinguished,  and  he  holds  in  the 
same  manner  and  upon  the  same  terms  as  if  no  sub-lease  had  been 
made,  and  he  had  acquired  title  by  regular  assignments  from  the 
original  lessee.     Wakl  v$,  BarroU  and  Spenee,  288. 

MISTAKE. 

iSI«e  Description  of  Land. 

MORTGAGE,  MORTGAGOR  AND  MORTGAGEE. 

1.  A  receipt  by  a  mortgagee,  acknowledging  that  he  has  received  the 
mortgage  debt  in  full,  is  an  equitable  release  of  the  mortgage,  and  the 
absence  of  a  formal  release  under  seal,  could  not  make  it  the  duty 
of  the  executors  of  the  mortgagee  to  return  the  mortgaged  property 
as  part  of  the  assets  of  their  testator,  Marriott,  Ext?r  of  MeKim^ 
vs.  Handy  and  wife^  31. 

See  Extinguishment  of  Debts,  1. 

MOTION  IN  ARREST  OF  JUDGMENT. 
See  Slander,  6. 

MULTIFARIOUSNESS. 

1.  Where  the  relief  sought  is  common  to  all  the  plaintifia,  and  consti- 

tutes but  one  subject  matter  <^  complaint  against  the  defendant, 
the  objection  of  multifariousness  will  not  hold.  Young  m.  Lyons, 
162. 

2.  Five  sureties  in  a  bond  of  (50,000,  paid  the  entire  debt,  each  con- 

tributing the  sum  of  9 10,000,  and  then  filed  a  joint  bill  in  equity 
against  another  co-surety,  for  contribution.    Held:  that  the  objec- 
tion of  multifariousness  to  such  a  bill,  could  not  be  sustained.    i6« 
Ste  pRAOTioB  IN  Chanobrt,  1,  2,  3. 

NEGROES 'AND  SLAVES. 

3.  A  negro  slave  was  manumitted,  by  deed,  on  the  Ist  of  January, 

1840,  but  was  held  in  servitude,  by  his  master,  until  the  12th  of 
May,  1846.    Held:  that  he  could  not  maintain  an  action  against 
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his  master,  to  recover  the  yalue  of  his  serrices  for  the  time  he  was 
so  held  to  service.    J^tgro  Franklin  «s«  WalerSi  322. 
8te  Manvmiision. 

NOTICE. 

See  Purchasers,  1« 
Sales,  4. 

OBLIGOR  AND  OBLIGEE. 
See  Practice  in  Chancert,  7. 

ORPHANS  COURT. 

1.  In  proceedings  in  the  orphans  courts,  exceptions  to  testimony  deemed 
to  be  inadmissible,  are  not  required,  Stewart  tw.  Pattisov^t  Ex^ra^ 
46. 

S.  The  orphans  court  excluded  a  child  from  any  share  of  the  residue  of 
the  personal  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  executor,  because  they  were 
of  opinion  that  a  conveyance  of  a  tract  of  land  to  him,  by  the  tes. 
tator,  was  an  advancement,  and  g^reater  in  value  than  a  share. 
Held  :  That  this  was  error.  With  the  real  estate  of  the  deceased, 
when  and  how  he  has  disposed  of  it  to  his  children,  the  orphans 
court  has  no  concern.  In  a  different  form,  and  in  a  different /orum, 
controversies  in  regard  to  the  real  estate,  must  be  settled.    A. 

3.  Letters  of  administration  de  honia  nen,  with  the  will  annexed,  are  in- 

operative and  inadmissible  in  evidence,  unless  authenticated  by  tho 
official  seal  of  the  orphans  court,  by  which  they  were  granted. 
Tuekt  Adm*r  of  Boone,  vs.  Boone,  187. 

4.  The  seal  of  the  court,  at  the  end  of  the  will,  authenticating  the  copy 

of  the  will,  is  not  sufficient  to  authenticate  the  grant  of  the  an. 
nexed  letters  of  administration.    Ih- 

1.  In  analogy  to  the  practice  of  allowing  executors  the  counsel  fees  ex- 
pended in  the  successful  defence  of  a  will,  an  administrator  will  be 
allowed  like  fees  out  of  the  estate^  where  his  right  to  a  contro- 
verted administration  is  successfully  established.  Ex-parit,  Yowng 
Mm*r  of  Youngr  285. 

9.  Under  our  testamentary  system,  the  right  to  administer  cannot  be 
delegated.  The  policy  of  the  law^  in  selecting  persons  nearest  in 
interest,^in  preference  to  others  more  remote,-  was  to  bind  up  the 
interest  of  the  administrator  with  that  of  persons  mititlod  to  the 
estate.    Ib^ 

OYER  AND  TERMINER,  COURT  OF. 

«       See  Construction  of  Acts  and  Statotis,  29. 

PAROL  CONTRACT. 
See  Practice,  31. 

Husband  and  Wm,  3V 

PAROL  PROOF. 
See  Rbosiptb,  1,  2. 
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PARTIES  TO  SUITS. 

See  PftAOTios  in  Chanobrt,  7. 

PARTNERSHIP,  PARTNERS. 
See  SsT  Off,  6. 

PART  PERFORMANCE. 
See  Srsoino  Ezbodtion,  4. 
Statutb  of  Frauds. 

PEDIGREE. 

See  Etidbkci,  I. 

PLEAS  AND  PLEADING. 

1.  Thoagh  the  evidence  may  ebow  the  contract  to  be  joint  and  several, 

yet  the  court  muit  look  to  the  pleadings  alone,  and  are  confined  to 
what  they  allege.  It  is  only  on  the  case  made  in  the  pleadings,  that 
the  plaintiff  can  recover.     Merrick  ««.  Bunk  of  Metropolie^  59. 

2.  When  the  contract  b  joint  and  several,  the  plaintiff  must  treat  it  as 

wholly  joint,  or  wholly  separate,  and  must  sue  all  the  parties  to- 
gether, or  each  by  himself.    Ih, 

3.  If  one  of  several  joint  contractors  be  sued  alone,  he  can  only  take  ad. 

vantage  of  it  by  plea  in  abatement.  It  is  not  matter  in  bar,  or  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  or  of  variance  in  evidence  on  the  trial,    /6. 

4.  But,  if  the  declaration  discloses  that  the  promiise  is  joint,  it  is  ne- 

cessary to  aver  that  the  other  oo-promissor  is  dead,  or  to  account 
ftt*  his  not  being  joined  in  the  action,  or  it  is  bad  upon  demurrer, 
n  writ  of  error.    /6. 

5.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  every  intendment  of  law  in  support  of  the 

verdict.  Everything  that  the  defendant  could  object,  will  be  pro* 
sumed  to  have  been  made  at  the  trial,  and  overruled.  lb, 
6L  When  the  promise  is  laid  in  the  declaration,  on  motion  in  arrest,  it  will 
be  presumed  that  an  express  promise,  if  nquisite,  has  been  proved. 
The  plaintiff,  in  sueh  case,  is  not  requured  to  stand  upon  his  proof, 
but  iiivokes  to  bis  aid  the  intendment  of  the  law,    lb* 

7.  Thor  existence  of  a  legal  liability  by  the  defendant,  is  a  sufficient  basis 

for  an  express  promise  to  be  intended  after  verdict,  and  the  promise 
of  one,  on  the  antecedent  liability  of  both,  is  also  sufficient.    lb, 

8.  If  the  declaration  alleges  that  two  jointly  made  a  note,  and  jointly 

promised  to  pay,  after  verdict  against  one  sued  separately,  it  will  be 
presumed  that  they  jointly  and  severally  promised.  Both  may  have 
promised  separately  in  the  note,  and  the  one  separately  afterwards. 

lb. 

9.  In  an  action  of  replevin,  the  defendant  pleaded  non  cepit,  property  in 

himself,  and  property  in  a  stranger.  The  plaintiff,  by  his  replica, 
tion,  joined  issue  on  the  first  plea,  and  travened  the  second  and  third 
by  affirming  property  in  himself.  Upon  which  traverses  issues 
were  joined.  Hilo  :  that  these  pleadings  were  correct,  being  in 
conformity  with  the  forme  used  and  practiced  under  from  an  early 
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period  in  the  history  of  the  practice  of  this  State.  Smith  vt.Mor' 
gan,  133. 
10.  In  this  State,  where  we  have  a  separate  chancorj  jurisdiction,  the 
qaestion  of  fraud,  as  a  means  of  preventing  the  effect  and  operation 
of  the  statute  of  limitalioos,  must  be  referred  to  chancery,  and  can« 
not  be  relied  on  by  way  of  replication  to  the  plea  of  the  statnte,  in 
a  court  of  law.  Negro  Franklin,  vs.  Waters^  322. 
See  Practice  . 

Practice  in  Charcbrt. 
Practice  in  Court  of  Appeals. 

POWERS. 

1.  A  testator  devised  to  three  trustees,  by  nanuy  certain  property  in 
trust,  to  sell  and  convert  it  into  money,  and  invest  the  proceeds  in 
**8<nne  eaft  and  profitable  stoekf**  which  they  were  to  hold  in  trust 
for  the  sole  and  separate  use  of  the  testator's  two  daughters. 
Held:  that  this  was  a  power  coupled  with  an  interest  or  trust, 
which,  upon  the  death  of  one,  could  be  executed  by  the  surviving 
trustees.  Gfray,  et  al.,  vs.  Lynch  and  McDonald,  403. 
3.  A  mere  naked  power  to  sell,  not  coupled  with  an  interest,  does  not 
survive,  but  when  the  power  is  coupled  with  an  interest,  it  may 
be  executed  by  the  survivor,  and  it  is  the  possession  of  the  legal 
estate,  or  a  right  in  the  subject  over  which  the  power  is  to  be  ex- 
ercised, which  makes  the  interest  in  question,    lb. 

3.  Where  a  power  ptr  sc  is  merely  naked,  yet  if,  in  other  parts  of  the 

will,  there  are  trusts  and  duties  imposed,  which  require  a  sale  to 
effectuate  the  intent  of  the  testator,  the  power  survives.    lb, 

4.  As  co-trustees  have  an  authority  coupled  with  an  interest,  their 

office  survives.     lb. 

PRACTICE. 

1.  Where  testimony  is  ofBued,  which  has  no  tendency  to  prove  the  issue 

in  the  case,  it  is  error  to  permit  it  to  go  to  the  joxy.  Maelin  vs. 
Thomas,  18. 

2.  At  the  instance  of  legatees,  the  orphans  court  sent  to  the  county 

oonrt  issues  for  trial ;  1st,  whether  Z>,  one  of  the  executors,  executed 
a  certain  mortgage  to  the  testator  in  his  lifetime ;  2nd,  whether  this 
mortgage  had  been  released  in  due  form  of  law ;  and  3rd,  whether 
the  money  due  by  it  had  been  paid  to  the  testator  in  his  lifetime. 
Held  :  that  JIf ,  the  co-executor  of  Z>,  should  be  made  a  co-defon. 
dant  with  him  in  the  trial  of  these  issnes*  Marriottt  Ex*er  of  Me- 
Kim,  vs.  Handy  and  Wife,  31. 

3.  The  cause  being  remanded  by  a  decree  of  this  court,  directing  JIf  to 

be  made  such  co^fendant,  and  it  appearing  that  Z>,  the  debtor 
execator,  had  died  pending  the  former  appeal,  and  that  M  had  made 
return  of  the  mortgage  debt  alleged  to  be  doe  by  his  deceased  co- 
executor,  it  was  Held  :  that  the  trial  of  the  above  iMues  was  no 
longer  necessary.    /6. 
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4.  The  docreo  of  this  court,  remanding  tho  cause  on  the  former  appeal, 

was  similar  to  a  procedendo  in  anj  other  case.  Upon  the  return 
of  the  cause  under  it,  the  orphans  court  might  have  changed  the  is- 
sues,  or  added  others,  if  found  necessary,     ii. 

5.  When  the  court  below  is  in  possession  of  a  cause  under  a  procedendot 

it  can  entirely  change  the  issues,  make  a  new  case,  convert  an  ac- 
tion of  slander  into  an  action  of  trover,  or  upon  a  promissory  note, 
notwithstanding  the  words  of  the  writ  directing  the  court  to  proceed 
in  the  case  as  if  no  trial  had  taken  place,  or  appeal  prosecuted.    lb, 

6.  A  sheriff  sold  personal  property  under  an  execution,  and  received  the 

money  therefor.  An  injunction  then  issued  suspending  further  pro- 
ceedings under  the  Ji,  fa.,  **  until  the  further  order  of  the  court." 
Afterwards,  upon  application  of  the  party  whose  property  had  been 
so  sold,  the  county  court  passed  an  order  directing  the  sheriff  to 
pay  said  proceeds  over  to  him.  Held  :  that  there  was  enor  in  this 
order,  because  the  injunction  had  not  been  made  perpetual.  Dail 
vs,  Traveroe,  41. 

7.  In  proceedings  in  the  orphans  courts,  exceptions  to  testimony  deemed 

to  bo  inadmissible,  are  not  required.  Steufort  vs.  Pattiion*s  Ext^rSt 
46. 

6.  A  declaration  set  forth  a  note  as  payable  to  **T^«  Bank  of  the  Afe- 
tropolie,"  Held  :  that  this  being  enough  to  show  that  there  is  such 
a  body  politic,  and  to  distinguish  it  from  others,  the  corporation  is 
well  named.    Merrick  vs.  Bank  of  Metropolie,  59. 

9.  The  endorsee  of  a  note  may  give  it  in  evidence  under  the  money 
counts.    Ih, 

10.  Tho  authority  to  endorse,  conveys  per  se,  the  authority  to  deliver; 

the  allegation  of  indorsement  includes  delivery,  and  whon  the  for. 
mor  is  proved,  it  is  unnecessary  to  prove  or  aver  the  latter.    lb. 

11.  Unless  mala  fides  be  proved  or  alleged,  the  court  will  not  inquire 

into  the  consideration  of  an  endorsement.    lb. 

12.  Though  the  evidence  may  show  the  contract  to  be  joint  and  several, 

yet  the  court  must  look  to  the  pleadings  alone,  and  are  confined  to 
what  they  allege.  It  is  only  on  the  case  made  in  the  pleadings,  that 
the  plaintiff  can  recover.    lb, 

13.  When  the  contract  is  joint  and  several,  tho  plaintiff  must  treat  it  as 

wholly  joint  or  wholly  separate,  and  must  sue  all  the  parties  together, 
or  each  by  himself    lb. 

14.  If  one  of  several  joint  contractors  be  sued  alone,  he  can  only  take 

advantage  of  it  by  plea  of  abatement.  It  is  not  matter  in  bar,  or  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  or  of  variance  in  evidence  on  the  trial,    lb, 

15.  But,  if  the  declaration  discloses  that  the  promise  in  joint,  it  is  neces- 

sary to  aver  that  the  other  co-prom  issor  is  dead,  or  to  account  for 
his  not  being  joined  in  the  action,  or  it  is  bad  upon  dct»*'^®'^  ^^  ^'^^ 
of  error.    lb. 
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16.  Tbd  plaiotifT  is  entitled  to  erery  intendment  df  law  in  support  of  the 

verdict.  Everything  that  the  defendant  could  object,  wi]l  bo  pre- 
Bumod  to  have  been  made  at  the  trial,  and  overruled,    lb. 

17.  Cured  by  verdict,  means  that  the  court  will,  after  verdict,  presume  or 

intend  that  the  particular  thing  required  to  sustain  it,  was  proved  at 
the  trial.  It  may,  therefore,  be  intended,  in  this  case,  that  the 
death  of  the  other  co.promissor  was  proved  to  the  jury.    lb. 

18.  The  fact  that  two  make  a  note,  is  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the 

promise  of  one  to  pay.    Jb, 

19.  When  the  promise  is  laid  in  the  declaration,  on  motion  in  arrest,  it 

will  be  presumed  that  an  express  promise,  if  requisite,  has  been 
proved.  The  plaintiff,  in  such  case,  is  not  required  to  stand  upon 
his  proof,  but  invokes  to  his  aid  the  intendment  of  the  law.     lb. 

20.  The  existence  of  a  legal  liability  by  the  defendant,  is  a  sufficient  basis 

for  an  express  promise  to  be  intended  after  verdict,  and  the  promise 
of  one,  on  the  antecedent  liability  of  both,  is  also  sufficient.    Jb. 

21.  If  the  declaration  alleges  that  two  jointly  made  a  note,  and  jointly 

promised  to  pay,  after  verdict  against  one  sued  separately,  it  will  be 
presumed  that  they  jointly  and  severally  promised.  Both  may  have 
promised  separately  in  the  note,  and  the  one  separately  afterwards. 

lb. 

22.  Upon  the  true  construction  of  the  act  of  1797,  ch.  57,  either  party 

may  challenge  a  juror  for  cause,  before  he  is  sworn,  whether  he 
has,  or  has  not,  exercised  his  statutory  right  of  striking  four  names 
peremptorily  from  the  panel.    Edelen  vs.  Govgh,  87. 

23.  A  witness  who  has  seen  the  defendant  write,  though  but  once,  is  com- 

petent to  speak  with  respect  to  the  genuineness  of  his  signature. 

Jb. 
f^4.  In  an  action  upon  a  single  bill,  which  recited :  **  On  a  settlement  this 
day  of  JPa  two  notes  due  B,  (amounting  to,  dLc.,)  I  fall  in  his  debt 
$406.45,  which  sum  I  hereby  promise  and  oblige  myself,  my  heirs, 
Alc,  to  pay  to  B,  or  order,  for  value  received,"  to  which  non  e»t 
factum  was  pleaded,  the  defendant  cannot  give  in  evidence  that  H 
died  some  twenty  years  since,  and  was  not  related  to  the  defendant 
in  blood  or  estate,  though  connected  with  the  opinion  of  a  witness 
familiar  with  the  handwriting  of  the  defendant,  that  the  sig|iature 
to  the  single  bill  was  not  genuine.  Such  evidence  is  irrelevant  to 
the  issae,  and  would  tend  to  mislead  the  jury,    lb* 

25.  Afler  parol  evidence  of  the  contents,  date,  &c.,  of  a  draft  had  been 

given,  without  objection,  by  one  witness,  and  a  second  witness  had 
also  testified  in  regard  to  the  same  paper,  it  is  too  late  to  object  that 
such  evidence  is  illegal  testimony,  because  the  draft  itself,  which 
was  in  poesession  of  the  party  in  court,  but  not  exhibited  in  evi- 
dence, was  the  best  proof  of  these  facts.     Shanka  v»,  DtnU  130. 

26,  It  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  sustain  the  count  for  money  had  and 

received,  to  show  that  money,  in  fact,  has  been  loaned.    In  this 
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case,  the  loan  to  the  defendant  of  a  bond  executed  by  third  parties 
in  faTor  of  the  plaintiff,  wan  held  safficient  to  support  this  counU 

lb. 

37.  In  this  casei  the  qnestion  whether  money  lost  at  play  can  be  rocoTored 

by  the  loser  after  it  has  been  paid,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received,  was  argued,  but  not  decided.  Jones  va.  Mechanics  Bank, 
123. 

98.  In  all  cases  of  special  limited  jurisdiction,  the  proceedings  must  con- 
form strictly  to  the  authority  conferred.  Svann,  ei  aL,  os.  Mayor 
and  C.  C,  of  Cumberland,  150. 

39.  A  father,  in  behalf  of  his  son,  then  a  minor,  made  a  conditional  bar. 
gain  with  defendant  for  the  purohas«}  of  certain  lands,  subject  to  tho 
assent  of  his  son,  when  be  attained  age,  and  under  this  contract 
adranced  to  defendant  large  sums  of  money  for  the  use  of  his  son, 
and  which,  at  the  time  the  several  advances  were  made,  he  intended 
to  give  his  son.  On  attaining  age,  the  son  refused  his  assent  to  this 
contract.  Hbld  :  That  in  contemplation  of  law,  tho  money  so  ad. 
vanoed  belonged  to  the  son,  and  that  he  could  recover  it  back  from 
the  defendant  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  Johnson 
vs.  Evans,  155. 

30.  It  is  no  objection  to  such  recorery,  that  the  contract  for  the  purchase 

of  lands  was  by  parol,  and,  therefore,  void  under  the  statute  of 
frauds.    lb* 

31.  When  the  contract  is  wholly  rescinded,  either  by  mutual  consent  of 

the  parties,  or  by  virtue  of  a  clause  contained  therein,  the  common 
count  lies  to  recover  money  paid  under  the  agreement.  lb. 
39.  If  this  purchase  was  intended  as  an  advancement  in  land  to  tlie  son, 
subject  to  the  provision  that,  on  attaining  age,  he  might  affirm  the 
purchase,  or  annul  it^  and  treat  the  advances  so  made  as  a  debt,  then, 
as  the  money  was  only  to  be  the  debt  of  the  son,  by  an  election, 
which  coold  not  be  made  under  a  void  contract,  it  was,  in  legal  con- 
templation, the  money  of  the  father,  and  the  son  could  not  recover 
it.    lb. 

38.  The  will  and  the  letters  together,  constitute  the  plaintiff's  title  to  sue 

as  administrator  de  bonis  non,  with  the  will  annexed,  and  if  the 
grant  of  the  letters  is  defective,  the  rejection  of  the  will  as  inad- 
missible to  sustain  the  issne  joined  on  the  plea  of  ne  unquea  admin- 
istrator necessarily  follows.     Tuck,  Adm'r  of  Boone,  vs.  Boone,  187. 

34.  Where  there  is  no  evidence  adduced  in  the  cause,  upon  which  the  in. 

stmotion  asked  for  could  be  based,  the  court  are  clearly  right  in  re- 
jecting such  instruction.  Dawson  and  Norwood,  vs.  Lambert  and 
McKentie,  916. 

35.  In  cases  of  an  equal  division  of  the  court,  the  jury  are  still  to  give  a 

true  verdict,  and  are  precisely  in  the  same  situation  in  which  they 
would  have  been  if  no  instruction  had  been  applied  for  on  either 
side.     Neptune  Ins.  Co.,  vs.  Montell,  298. 
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36.  The  aeaal  practice  in  cases  of  an  eqaal  diTision  of  the  court,  is  for 
«    each  party  to  ask  for  instructions,  and  to  except  to  the  refusal  to 

grant  them,  occasioned  by  the  equal  division.    lb. 

37.  To  make  a  judgment  by  default  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  a  bar  to 

a  lease,  and  conclusive  upon  the  rights  of  tho  tenant,  under  the 
statute  of  4  Geo,  2,  eh.  28,  it  must  clearly  appear  that  the  court 
rendering  the  judgment,  designed  to  exercise  the  power  conferred 
by  the  statute ;  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  required  by  that  statute, 
must  be  filed  during  the  term  at  which  the  judgment  was  rendered. 
Alexander  vs.  Walter's  Lessee t  339. 

38.  A  prayer  which  omits  to  present  the  question  of  adversary  possession 

as  a  fact  to  be  found  by  the  jury,  will  bo  defective.     lb. 

39.  Tho  power  to  sell,  vested  in  the  collector  by  the  act  of  1816,  ch. 

171,  is  a  naked  power,  specially  conferred  by  statute,  under  proceed, 
ings  ex  parte  in  character,  and  the  purchaser  who  claims  under 
such  power,  must  show  affirmatively  and  positively  the  regularity 
of  the  proceedings  out  of  which  it  grew,  and  the  existence  of  all 
the  prerequisites  upon  which  its  lawful  exercise  depended.     lb. 

40.  A  notice  of  sale  under  the  3rd  section  of  the  act  of  1816,  ch.  171, 

which  describes  the  property  as  "  a  lot  belonging  to  W,  situated  on 
the  east  side  of  South  street,  assessed  with  damages  to  the  sum  of 
$6.72,'*  without  designating  its  dimensions,  on  the  particular  part 
of  the  street  on  which  it  is  located,  by  reference  to  a  plat  or  other- 
wise,  is  too  vague  and  uncertain  in  its  terms,  and  is  a  fatal  objec* 
tion  to  the  validity  of  the  sale.     lb. 

41.  The  advertisement  must  describe  the  property  so  definitely  and  pre- 

cisely as  that  purchasers  may,  without  difficulty,  estimate  its  value. 

lb. 

42.  Where  a  new  trial  is  granted,  or  where  the  jury,  unable  to  agree, 

are  discharged,  it  then  becoming  necessary  to  try  the  case  again, 
de  novo,  the  second  trial  is  as  much  a  trial,  within  the  contempla- 
tion of  law,  as  the  first  was,  before  the  party  was  put  to  the  bar. 
Price  vs.  The  State^  295. 

43.  A  negro  slave  was  manumitted,  by  deed,  on  the  1st  of  January, 

1840,  but  was  held  in  servitude,  by  his  master,  until  the  12th  of 
May,  1846.  Held:  that  he  could  not  maintain  an  action  against 
his  master,  to  recover  the  value  of  his  services  for  the  time  he  was 
so  held  to  service.    Mgro  Franklin  vs.  Waters^  322. 

44.  In  this  State,  where  we  have  a  separate  chancery  jurisdiction^  the 

question  of  fraud,  as  a  means  of  preventing  the  effect  and  opera- 
tion of  the  statute  of  limitations,  must  be  referred  to  chancery, 
and  cannot  be  relied  on,  by  way  of  replication  to  the  plea  of  the 
statute,  in  a  court  of  law.     lb. 

45.  Where  a  party  is  not  called  upon  to  say  for  what  purpose  he  designs 

to  offer  the  testimony  objected  to,  there  will  be  error  in  the  court's 
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rojociion  of  it,  if  it  wu  admistible  for  any  purpose.  Winter  ««« 
Z>oiiOMifi,  370. 

46.  The  appellants  entered  into  an  agreement,  under  seal,  reciting  that 

they  •*  had  rented  of  R  S,  and  jS  H,  trustee  of  A  M  W,  for  one  year, 
a  milJ,  for  which  they  were  to  pay  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  to  R 
St  and  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  to  i9  U,  trustee  as  aforesaid,  or 
such  other  trustee  of  ul  M  W,  as  may  be  lawfully  appointed,  said 
sums  to  be  paid  in  quarterly  payments,  recoverable  by  distress  or 
otherwise,  by  said  R  S  and  iS  /f,  or  person  authorised  to  receiTe, 
jointly  or  separately,  as  to  either  of  them  maybe  convenient.*'  On 
the  5th  of  February,  1839,  i9  H  broaght  an  action  of  covenant  for 
the  non-payment  to  him  of  the  ^l^*  The  appellants  pleaded,  that 
on  the  1st  of  January,  1839,  S  H  had  resigned  bis  trusteeship  of  ul 
M  W,  and  another  trustee  had  been  lawfully  appointed  in  his  place. 
Upon  demurrer  to  this  plea,  Hbld:  That  the  appellants  cannot 
object  that  £^  H  has  lost  his  character  as  trustee.  Whether  trustee 
or  not,  does  not  affect  his  right  to  sue  under  the  agreement  to  which 
he  is  the  legal  party.  The  debt  accrued  to  iS  /f  in  his  lifetime,  and 
before  the  appointment  of  another  trustee,  and,  of  course,  survived 
to  his  administrator.  Laky  and  Counselman  vs.  Hollands  AdnCr^ 
445. 

47.  Where  a  covenant  is  by  deed  poll,  one  not  named  in  it,  cannot  recover 

on  it.    lb* 

48.  Two  tenants  in  common  may  make  a  lease,  reserving  portions  of  the 

rent  to  each,  and  may  sever  in  their  actions.    /&, 

49.  Where  the  covenant  is  to  several,  for  the  performance  of  several  du- 

ties  to  each,  there  the  covenant  shall  be  moulded  according  to  the 
several  interests  of  the  parties,  and  eaeh  shall  only  recover  so  far  as 
his  own  interest  extends.     lb, 

50.  In  this  agreement  there  is  no  joint  legal  interest  in  the  covenantees, 

and  each  may  maintain  separate  actions  for  the  recovery  of  his  por. 
tion  of  the  rent.    lb. 

51.  If  the  covenantees  have  several  interests,  and  the  covenant  be  made 

with  the  covenantees,  et  cum  quolibet  eorumt  these  words  make  the 
covenants  several,  in  respect  to  their  several  interests,  lb, 
53.  The  covenant  being  several  to  each  of  the  covenantees,  R  S  cannot 
sue  for  the  whole,  as  survivor  of  S  /f,  neither  can  he,  as  such  sur. 
vivor,  recover  the  whole  sum  against  a  party  who  agrees  to  become 
security  that  the  covenantors  will  perform  all  that  is  required  of 
them  by  said  agreement.  A. 
See  pRAOTXci  in  Cbanoirt. 

Practioe  in  Court  of  Affcals. 
Ejcothbnt,  for  practice  in  that  action. 
SL4NDKR,  for  practice  in  that  action. 
Removal  op  Cases. 
Set  Off. 
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PRACTICE.— Coniifiited. 

Joint  Owners  of  Vbssbi^. 
Evidence,  10,  11. 

PRACTICE  IN  CHANCERY. 

1.  Lands  were  conveyed  to  trustees,  in  trust,  to  sell  and  pay  the  debts 
of  the  grantors,  according  to  legal  priority.    The  proceeds  were  mis- 
applied by  the  trustees,  and  Z>.,  a  purchaser,  whose  land  (for  which 
he  had  paid  the  trustees  its  full  value,)  was  levied  upon  by  judg- 
ment creditors  having  liens  prior  in  date  to  a  judgment  of  7*., 
who  had  also  purchased  lands  under  the  same  trust,  but  had  retained 
the  purchase  money,  and  applied  it,  under  an  agreement  with  the 
trustees,  to  his  own  junior  judgment,  filed  a  bill  against  said  7.« 
and  other  oo-purchasers,  praying  for  an  account  and  contribution, 
and  that  T,  might  be  required  to  pay  in  his  purchase  money,  to  be 
applied  to  the  elder  judgments,  with  a  view  to  exonerate  the  land 
of  complainant.     After  the  answer  of  T.,  the  complainant  filed  an 
amended  bill,  charging  that  T*$  judgment,  to  which  he  had  so  ap- 
plied his  purchase  money,  was  founded  in  usuryt  and,  therefore, 
void.    Upon  demurrer,  on  the  ground,  among  others,  of  multifa- 
riousness,  it  was  Held:    That  the  relief  prayed  in  the  original 
bill,  being  essentially  and  virtually  against  the  operation  given  to 
7*s  judgment,  there  is  no  inconsistency  in  the  amended  bill,  which 
questions  the  amount  of  that  judgment — the  whole  transaction  being 
predicated  upon  one  and  the  same  judgment.     ThomoB  m.  D^nb,  1. 

2.  Multifariousness  is  the  blending  in  one  bill  matters,  in  their  nature, 

separate  and  distinct.  But  not  so,  if  there  be  two  good  caoiee  of 
complaint  growing  out  of  the  same  transaction,  where  ail  the  de- 
fendants are  interested  in  the  same  rights,  and  where  the  relief 
against  each  is  of  the  same  general  character.    Ik, 

3.  In  this  case,  the  different  causes  of  complaint  are  not  inconsistent  or 

different  in  their  nature  and  character.  They  all  grow  out  of  the 
same  transaction,  in  which,  in  substance,  bat  one  question  of  right 
is  involved,  viz :  the  right  of  the  complainant  to  be  relieted  from 
the  preference  and  effect  given  to  this  alleged  usurious  judgment, 
by  the  agreement  and  acts  of  T.  and  the  trustees,    lb. 

4.  Where  there  are  several  sureties,  and  any  of  tbera  become  insolvent, 

those  who  pay  the  whole  debt  can  oompel  eontribotion  in  equity 
from  the  remaining  solvent  sureties,  towards  the  entire  debt  paid. 
Young  vs.  Lyons,  et  a/.,  163. 

5.  Where  the  relief  sought  is  common  to  all  the  plainti&,  and  consti- 

tutes but  one  subject  matter  of  complaint  against  the  defendant, 
the  objection  of  multifariousness  will  not  hold.    lb. 

6.  Five  sureties  in  a  bond  of  $50,000,  paid  the  entire  debt,  each  con- 

tributing the  sum  of  910,000,  and  then  filed  a  joint  bill  in  equity 
against  another  co-surety,  for  contribution.  Held  :  that  the  objec- 
tion of  multifiu-iousness  to  such  a  bill,  could  not  be  sustained.     Ib» 
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7.  All  partiM,  oblig^on  and  obligees,  are  required  to  be  made  parties  to 

the  salt ;  but  an  exception  to  this  rale  is,  that  if  either  df  the  obli- 
gors, principal  or  safety,  is  insolrent,  he  need  not  be  made  a  party. 

8.  The  allegation  that  four  co-^oreties  were  insolvent,  and  unable  to  pay 

at  tie  f ims  file  hand  become  due,  is  not  a  sufficient  excuse  for  not 
making  them  parties  to  a  bill  filed  nearly  five  years  aflerwards,  and 
the  omission  to  allege  insolvency  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill,  is  fatal 
on  demurrer.    lb* 

9.  The  fact  of  insolvency,  at  a  particular  time,  being  admitted,  does  not 

negative  the  eonelnsioni  that  the  parties  may  have  become  solvent 
four  years  afterwards.    lb, 

10.  The  allegation,  that  a  party  « was  utterly  insolvent  and  unable  to 

pay  the  bond,  or  any  part  thereof  to  the  obligee,  or  his  exeeutor* 
but,  OB  the  contrary,  previous  to  the  maturity  of  the  bond,  had  be- 
come utterly  and  kopeUsely  insolvent,  and  that  he  was  dead  at  the 
time  of  filing  the  bill,"  is  a  sufficient  excuse,  upon  demurrer,  for 
the  omission  to  make  bim  or  his  personal  representative,  a  party  to 
the  proceedings.     lb. 

11.  A  demurrer  admits  the  truth  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  bill,  but  does 

not  admit  the  conclusions  of  law  drawn  from  them,  although  they 
are  alleged  in  the  bill.  It  is  not  necessary  to  state  facte  by  positive 
averment,  if  the  terms  be  reasonably  certain  in  their  import,  they 
are  admitted  by  the  demurrer.    i6. 

12.  The  issuing,  by  consent  of  parties,'a  commission  to  take  testimony 

generally,  without  limitetion  as  to  the  nature  and  purpose  thereof, 
is  regarded,  in  Maryland^  as  an  admission  that  the  issues  are  made 
up,  and  the  genial  replication  to  defendant's  answer  entered.  JIfd, 
and  N.  T,  Coal  and  Iron  Co.,  vs.  Wingert^  170. 

13.  The  answer  of  a  corporation,  under  ite  corporate  seal,  has  the  same 

force  and  effect,  as  evidence,  as  the  answer  of  an  individual  not  un. 
der  oath  would  have  in  a  like  case,  and  no  other  or  greater.    i2. 

14.  The  complainant  filed  a  bill,  claiming  the  benefit  of  a  trustor  charge 

in  his  favor,  eonteined  in  the  will  of  his  father.  The  defendants, 
the  other  devisees,  demurred  to  this  bill,  on  the  ground  that  the  clause 
in  the  will  relied  on,  was  too  vague  and  uncertain  in  ite  terms,  to 
create  such  a  trust  or  charge.  The  chancellor  susteined  the  de- 
murrer, but  this  court,  on  appeal,  reversed  the  decree  dismissing  the 
bill,  and  passed  a  decree  remanding  the  cause,  that  the  court  of 
chancery  might  refer  it  to  the  auditor,  with  instruction  to  state  an 
account  of  the  allowance  to  be  made  to  complajnant,  under  certein 
directions  expressed  in  the  decree  of  this  court.  This  decree  waa 
silent  as  to  the  right  of  the  defendante  to  answer.  1)^£}4> :  that  One 
defendante  were  not  precluded,  by  this  decree,  froQx  ^ntfH^^^^^  ^^^ 

70        V.8 
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original  bill,  and  taking  fall  defence  upon  the  merits,  ToUon  tt, 
Tolson,  376. 

15.  The  reference,  in  the  decree,  to  the  **  condition  and  habits  of  life  of 

complainant  and  his  father,"  was  intended  to  allude  to  the  extent 
of  the  estate,  and  their  mode  of  living,  as  to  ezpensiveness,  econo. 
my,  &c.,  and  not  to  denote  the  complainanTs  condition  relative  to 
his  wife  and  children ;  it  was,  therefore,  error  to  average  estimates 
of  the  sum  necessary  to  support  complainant,  as  the  head  of  a  fami- 
ly, with  estimates  of  what  was  necessary  for  his  individual  support. 

lb. 

16.  This  court,  by  saying  that  the  entire  real  estate  was  chargeable  with 

complainant's  claim,  did  not  design  to  confine  the  chancellor  to  any 
particular  mode  of  securing  the  complainant  the  benefit  of  this  lien. 
There  is  manifest  advantage  of  adjusting  the  rights  of  all  parties, 
and  arranging  the  accounts  accordingly,     ii, 

17.  The  widow  of  one  of  the  defendants  can  only  be  chargeable  in  re- 

spect to  her  dower,  and  her  child  only  as  heir  to  the  father,     /fr. 

18.  A  portion  of  the  estate  which  desoended  to  the  complainant,  like 

every  other  part  of  the  real  estate,  is  to  be  charged  with  its  propor- 
tionate share  of  the  allowanee  to  be  made  to  him  ;  the  proper  mode 
of  making  this  charge,  is  by  crediting  this  share  against  his  claim. 

lb, 

19.  Interest  is  properly  chargeable  at  the  expiration  of  a  year,  if  any 

balance  of  the  allowance  then  remains  due.     Jb, 

20.  The  Engliak  chancery  rule,  in  regard  to  the  secTirities  in  which  trust 

funds  must  be  invested,  has  never  been  literally  nor  analogically 
extended  to  Maryland,    Gray,  et  al,,  vs.  Lynch  and  McDonald,  403. 

21.  Where  the  trustee,  without  application  to  the  court,  does  an  act  which, 

upon  application,  would  have  been  ordered,  and  was,  at  the  time  it 
was  done,  obviously  for  tlie  benefit  of  all  concerned,  his  act  will  be 
ratified  and  affirmed,  and  held  of  the  same  validity  as  if  previously 
ordered  by  the  chancellor.    lb. 
See  CouKT  of  Chancery. 

USURT,  2,  3. 

Contribution,  1,  3. 

Joint  Ownirs  op  Vessbls,  3. 

JlTRISDICTION,  5  to  8. 

Trusts,  Trustee. 

PRACTICE  IN  THE  COURT  OF  APPEALS, 

1.  This  court  passed  a  decree  reversing  an  order  of  the  court  below,  and 
remanding  the  cause, but  delivered  no  opinion.  Held:  that  what 
was  decided  by  this  court  in  that  case  will  apj^ear  from  the  decree, 
and  not  by  a  reference  to  the  points  made  and  argued  by  the  coan- 
sel  of  either  of  the  parties.  MarrioiU  ExcW  of  McKiwi^  vs.  Handy 
and  wifet  31. 
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S.  Where  botb,  by  Iha  natnn  of  Iha  qapstioni  od  cnm-uttain&lion, 
mud  Ihe  cbsricter  of  Iha  pnjer  oSered  to  the  court  below,  b;  the 
■Ueodant,  it  wu  conceded  Ibtt  the  vitncst  had  Ihe  koowladg* 
eapiciUlJDg  biiu  lo  teitify  io  regard  to  the  hiiidwriliD{,  hie  teiti. 
men;  U  not  opeo,  in  thin  court,  to  tba  objectioD  ibat  ibe  pliinliff 
■honid  hen  eitabliibed  nich  knowled^  u  ■  pretimiDU^  fact,  be. 
fora  uking  the  wilnca  to  teitirj,  from  lacb  knowled^,  to  Ibe 
eenuinenen  of  tbo  ligotlare      Smith  vt-Wallon.  77. 

3.  The  cleik  enleied  the  Terdict,  that  on  the  lit  iania,tha  defendknidid 

not  take  the  propertj,  Itc;  on  the  Snd,  Ibil  tho  prapertj  wu  id  the 
dcfeDdant ;  tad  on  the  3rd,  that  the  propartr  wu  in  a  itruiter. 
Hbld  :  that  thia  Terdjct  was  for  the  defcnduit,  and  the  enleriaf  it 
in  Ibii  form  wo*  a  clerical  miipruon,  amendable  bj  Ibia  court,  ud> 
der  the  act  of  1809,  ch.  153.     Smith  n.  Morgan,  133. 

4.  Where  an  inelruction  excepted  to,  would  not  enable  the  plaintiff  lo 

re<^Ter  more  tlian  the  Terdict  would  olhelwiM  sire  him,  tbia  court 
will  not  reTorm  tbo  jadgmenl,  on  account  of  ita  boius  granled. 
JoioMa  vt.  £iMii«,  156. 

5.  Thia  coart,  by  Ihe  act  of  1825,  ch.  I  IT,  ia  confined  to  the  poinU  ad- 

judicated by  the  court  below,  and  queiliona  reUling  lo  irregularity 
of  proceedinga  in  the  county  court,  not  riiaeit  there,  cannot  be  ex- 
amined here.      Tuch,  Adm'r  a/  Boone,  tt.  Boont.  197. 

6.  AninatructiOD  that  Ihera  "are  circumitancea  of  auapicion  relativa 

to  the  fiiraeai  of  certain  papera  offered  by  lljo  defondant,  which, 
if  aaid  papers  wore  fairly  eieculed,  tho  def«udnnl  might  oiplain ; 
and,  from  the  want  of  *uch  eiplanatory  eriJonec,  the  jury  may  find 
a..id  papori  were  not  fairly  axcculed,"  wa.  hold  erroneoua.  becaua* 
it  inatructed  tho  jury  that  Ihey  mual  believa  the  toitimony  relati"  ^° 
the  circumaUncca  of  aaipicion,  .nd  Icavoa  thou,  in  ignoraoce^l 
what  Ihoae  circumatancas  are.  Ntplunt  Im.  Co..  «».  fltontell.  ~-^ 
7.  A  party  cannot  complain  of  the  grarkting  of  au  iiinroclion    y 

he  ia  not  injured,  oven  though  it  may  be  Brioncoua.     lb.  ^  ^^ 

e.  A  party  who  objecla  lo  (ha  adiitissiljiVily  oC  tcslnnon  J  m  the  cou^    ^^ 
low,  \,  not,  upon  appeal,  confined  lo  thu  D\.i«ct\QO  tlicto   i^  ' 
"''■""  "■  Uonora,,,  370.  iudgm""*-  °^ 

9.  ULleH  a  parly  can  slio™  Ihot  he  l.iia  been  injMK-l  Hy  "'   i^J^^      jj,.       ^ 

Ihe  court  below,  lie  cannot  nek  for  itB  rcvetsi^  ^S  f  "mat  or  c***'^*,, 
W-lbocwnplainanl  filed  a  bill  claiiiiine  >-ho  bcnc6<- °    \  defe"'**'\t,'«> 

>nhUf«or,conUinedinlhe  will    of  h\a  M.e^'       ^^^4  0»»*    ^  ^»- 
Ihc  other  Jeyi8M»,domurrod    to    tliis    **'"•  °"        J,^sin"lB  >*■"  \      «.*»*» 
«l"Ufo  in  Uiewiii  relied  on,  was  too  vogue  3"*'*"^^,  aoiAa'?*'-^^**' * 
lotwaic  >uch  a  trust  or   charge.       Tlvo   c\iati=^  ^^^^  j-,Brt»  ^«-«-    ^ 
*"a«inir,but  thia  court,  on   cppeal,  rc-vcrBcd  t^'"      ,\,bIIH*>  '''*^«.^ 
'^"H.nd  paaacd  a  decroo  romanJmg  t\,o  M*'"^'^„ooi>  '■°  *'\s*'**'* 
<Wtpj  miglil  lofBr  it  to  the   auditor.  wiUi  in»"     .   uivd"' 
"'!«'nlortb,,],(,„,oco  to  bo   mad*,  to  comvUi"" 
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difeetioiw  axprowod  in  the  decrae  of  ibis  cooit.  Thb  deorae  was 
■ilont  M  to  the  right  of  the  deftnduits  to  answer.  Huj>  :  that  the 
defendants  were  not  preclnded,  bj  this  decree,  from  answering  the 
original  bill,  and  taking  fall  defence  npon  the  merits.  ToUon  et. 
ToUon,  376. 

11.  It  was  not  competent  to  this  court  to  allow  the  defendants  to  w  ithdraw 
their  demarrer  and  answer  over,  though  prorision  fer  doing  so  in  the 
coort  below,  might  have  been  made  in  their  decree.    lb, 

13.  Upon  a  second  appeal  in  the  same  case,  this  court  maj  look  into  and 
decide  qnestions  inTolred  in  the  record  preyioosly  broaght  np,  not 
decided  apon  the  former  appeal,    Jh. 

13.  The  reference  in  the  decree,  to  the  **  condition  and  habits  of  life  of 

complainant  and  bis  father,"  was  intended  to  allode  to  the  extent  of 
the  estate,  snd  their  mode  of  living,  as  to  ezpensiveneas,  economy, 
&c.,  and  not  to  denote  the  complainant's  condition  relative  to  his 
Wife  and  children ;  it  was,  therefote,  enor  to  average  estimates  of 
the  snm  necessary  to  support  complainant,  as  the  head  of  a  femily, 
with  estimates  of  what  was  necessary  for  his  individual  sapport.    A, 

14.  This  court,  by  saying  that  the  entire  real  estate  was  chargeable  with 

complainant's  daim,  did  not  ^lesign  to  confine  the  chancellor  to  any 
particular  mode  of  securing  the  complainant  the  benefit  of  this  lien. 
There  is  manifisst  advantage  of  adjusting  the  rights  di  all  parties, 
and  arranging  the  accounts  accordingly.    A. 

PRESUMPTIONS  OF  LAW  AND  OF  FACTS. 
8e€  EviDiHcs,  4. 

Will  amo  Tcstambnt,  I,  3,  3. 
Apvancsiomt,  1. 
luutations,  2,  5. 
Bills  op  Exchanoi,  dLC,  4. 

PROCEDENDO. 

See  P^OTiCB,  4,  5. 

PROMISSORY  NOTES. 

See  Bills  of  Exobangb,  Slc, 

PURCHASERS. 

I.  Where  a  party  purchases  lands  with  knowledge,  actual  or  implied,  of 
an  outstanding  incumbrance,  be  most  stand  in  the  same  situation 
in  which  his  vendor  stood  before  alienation.    Md.  and  N,  Y,  Coal 
and  Iron  Co,,  es.  Wingertt  170. 
8i€  Court  of  Cbanobkt,  S. 

RECEIPTS. 

1.  It  is  the  unquestioned  doctrine  of  this  court,  that  receipts  are  not  re- 
garded as  written,  conclusive  evidence,  but  maybe  explained  or  con- 
tradieted  by  oral  testimony.    Robinett  m.  WiUon,  179. 
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BECEIPT8.->Coji<niiMd. 

9.  In  thifl  cue,  a  reoeipt  ^iToa  by  a  eon  to  hit  mother,  f6t  hie  dietriba- 
tive  share  of  his  father's  personal  estate,  apon  which  the  mother 
administered,  and  which  was  filed  in  the  orphans  court,  with  the 
administration  account,  was  set  aside  npon  parol  proof  that  it  was 
I^Teu  without  consideration,  and  was  not  intended  as  a  bona  fide 
transfer  of  all  the  son's  interest  in  said  estate.    lb. 

See  MoRTGAOB,  &o.,  1. 

RECORDING  OF  ASSIGNMENTS. 
See  AssioiiMBNTs,  1,  3. 

RE-ENTRY. 

8ee  LiMFFATioifB,  3,  3,  5. 

RELEASE. 

See  MOKTGAGB,  &0.,  1. 

Eyidimob,  90,  21,  ' 

REMOVAL  OF  GASES. 

1.  Where  a  criminal  case  is  remored  to  an  a<yoining  county  for  trial, 
under  the  act  of  1804,  ch.  55,  it  is  sufficient  to  send  a  tranteript  of 
the  record  to  the  court  to  which  the  cause  is  removed.  The  original 
papers  on  file  in  the  court,  ordering  the  removal,  need  not  be  trans- 
mitted with  the  record,  or  as  the  record  of  proceedings.  Price  vs. 
The  8taU,  395. 
3.  The  proceedings  in  relation  to  the  petit  jury,  being  gone  over  in  the 
court  to  which  the  cause  is  removed,  any  irregularity  in  such  pro- 
oeedings  in  the  court  ordering  the  removal,  would  not  be  fatal,  and 
no  mention  need  be  made  of  them  in  the  transcript  sent  to  the 
former  court,  except  for  the  purpose  of  showing  at  what  precise 
stage  of  the  cause  the  removal  was  ordered.    /6. 

3.  The  object  to  be  effected  by  a  removal,  is  to  secure  a  fair  and  impar- 

tial trialf  and  if  the  accused  has  been  arraigned  in  the  court  where 
the  cause  originated,  he  need  not  be  again  arraigned  in  the  court  to 
which  it  is  removed,  the  arraignment  constituting  no  part  of  the 
trial.    lb. 

4.  At  common  law,  as  a  general  rule,  a  jury  must  be  returned  from  the 

county  where  the  offence  is  committed,  but  our  statute  intercepts 
this  rule  in  case  of  removals,  and  directs  the  issue  to  be  tried  by  a 
jury  from  another  county.    lb. 

5.  There  are  cases  under  the  English  statutes,  in  which,  for  the  trial 

of  offenders,  a  jury  maybe  taken  from  a  different  county,  but  there 
is  no  difference  in  such  cases  in  the  mode  of  arraignment.     lb. 

6.  In  removals  from  the  King's  bench,  the  ventre  in  the  indictment 

remains  the  same;  the  place  of  trial  alone  is  changed.     lb. 

7.  In  the  removal  of  civil  causes,  it  is  not  necessary  to  re-frame  the 

issues  in  the  county  where  they  are  removed.     lb. 
6.  The  court  to  which  a  cause  is  removed,  has  no  power  to  order  a 
writ  of  diminution  to  correct  the  transcript  of  the  record  sent  to 
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it.  Where  diminution  is  ^u^ested,  the  process  »hoald  be  applied  ' 
for.  Ih, 
9.  After  the  ri;;ht  of  reinova!  ha«  been  once  exercised  by  either  party, 
there  can  be  no  hecond  reLioral.  By  the  express  terms  of  the  act 
of  1^)5,  ch.  65,  VM!.  43,  and  of  1^19,  ch.  ISs,  sec.  90,  the  remoTal 
must  be  made  by  the  court  in  which  the  indUtmint  U  founds  mnd 
none  othtr.     lb. 

10.  The  city  court  of  Baltimore  is  rested  with  all  the  powers,  jurisdic- 

tion and  authority  formerly  held  and  exercised  by  the  court  of 
oyer  and  terminer  for  Baltimore  county,  and  has  authority  to  remove 
a  cause  to  an  adjoining  county  for  trial.    lb. 

11.  The  power  of  remoral,  both  of  criminal  and  civil  cases,  is  an  aclmow- 

ledged  part  of  the  ordinary  common  law  jurisdiction  of  the  courts 
of  King's  bench,     lb, 

12.  The  privilege  of  removal  was  first  made  an  object  of  constitutional 

security  by  the  act  of  1805,  which  left  to  the  legislature  no  longer 
the  power  to  deprive  a  party  of  its  exercise,  but  only  the  power 
of  extending  it,  or  prescribing  the  mode  of  its  exercise.     Jb, 

13.  The  practice  of  removing  criminal  cases  from  Baltimore  city  court, 

has  been  continued  since  the  act  of  1805,  and  has  been  twice  sus- 
tained by  the  Ck)urt  of  Appeals.     lb. 

14.  The  same  considerations  must  govern,  and  the  same  result  is  to  be 

attained  by  a  removal,  both  in  regard  to  the  State  and  the  accused. 
There  is  no  canon  of  interpretation  which  can  be  applied  to  the 
one,  which  will  not  apply  with  equal  force  to  the  other,     lb. 

15.  The  object  of  the  removal  being  to  secure  a  fair  and  impartial  trio/, 

the  case  must  be  removed  before  the  trial,  or  any  part  of  it,  is  had 
in  the  court  ordering  the  removal.     lb. 

16.  The  trial  can  only  be  said  to  commence,  within  the  contemplation 

of  the  law  regulating  removals,  when  the  panel  of  twelve  jurors 
is  completed  by  being  duly  sworn,     lb, 

RENTS  AND  PROFITS. 
Set  Dower,  9,  3,  4. 

REPLEVIN. 

Set  Pi.KAs  AKD  Pleading,  9. 

RES  GESTA. 

Set  Evidence,  33,  35. 

RESULTING  TRUSTS. 

1.  Where  one  person  advances  the  ]>urchaso  money  for  land,  and  a  deed 
is  taken  in  the  name  of  another,  a  resulting  trust  is  created  by  ope. 
ration  of  law,  in  favor  of  the  party  advancing  the  purchase  money, 
and  parol  proof  may  he  used  to  prove  these  facts,  which,  when  es- 
tablished, take  the  case  out  of  tho  statute  of  frauds.  Hays  rs.  Hoi- 
lie,  357. 
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3.  No  Bach  resulUnir  trust  will  arise  where  a  settlement  or  donation  is 
deliberately  designed  by  a  party  competent  to  make  it.     lb. 

3.  Payment  or  advance  of  the  purchase  money  by  the  party  claiming  the 
trust,  before  or  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  is  indispensable  to  the 
creation  of  such  a  trust.    H. 

SALES. 

1.  The  deed  of  the  collector  of  the  city  of  Baltimore^  conveying  to  the 

purchaser,  property  sold  under  the  act  of  1816,  ch.  171,  is  evidence 
of  the  factum  of  the  sale ;  the  right  to  convey  is  implied  from  the 
power  to  sell.    Alexander  vs,  Walter's  Lessee^  239. 

2.  But  this  deed  is  not  evidence  of  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings 

preceding  the  sale,  and  out  of  which  the  power  to  sell  arose.    Jb» 

3.  The  power  to  sell,  vested  in  the  collector  by  the  act  of  1816,  ch. 

171,  is  a  naked  power,  specially  conferred  by  statate,  under  proceed, 
ings  ex  parte  in  character,  and  the  purchaser  who  claims  under 
such  power,  must  show  affirmatively  and  positively  the  regularity 
of  the  proceedings  out  of  which  it  grew,  and  the  existence  of  all 
the  prerequisites  upon  which  its  lawful  exercise  depended.     76. 

4.  A  notice  of  sale  under  the  3rd  section  of  the  act  of  1816,  ch.  171, 

which  describes  the  property  as  **  a  lot  belonging  to  W,  situated  on 
the  east  side  of  South  street,  assessed  with  damages  to  the  sum  of 
^6,72,"  without  designating  its  dimensions,  on  the  particular  part 
of  the  street  on  which  it  is  located,  by  reference  to  a  plat  or  other, 
wise,  is  too  vague  and  uncertain  In  its  terms,  and  is  a  fatal  objec- 
tion to  the  validity  of  the  sale.     Jb, 

5.  The  advertisement  must  describe  the  property  so  definitely  and  pre. 

cisely  as  that  purchasers  may,  without  difficulty,  estimate  its  value. 

lb. 

SEAL. 

1.  Letters  of  administration  de  bonie  non,  with  the  will  annexed,  are  in- 
operative and  inadmissible  in  evidence,  anless  authenticated  by  tho 
official  seal  of  the  orphans  court,  by  which  they  were  granted. 
Tuck,  AdnCr  of  Boone,  v«.  Boone,  187. 

3.  The  seal  of  the  court,  at  the  end  of  the  will)  authenticating  the  copy 
of  the  will,  is  not  sufficient  to  authenticate  the  grant  of  the  an. 
nexed  letters  of  administration,    lb* 

SET  OFF, 

1.  To  warrant  a  defendant  in  pleading  a  set  off,  or  filing  an  account  in 
bar  to  an  action  at  law,  his  claim  must  be  of  such  a  nature  that  he 
cin  sue  for  and  recover  it  by  a  suit  in  a  court  of  law.  Legal  claims 
only,  can  form  subjects  of  set  ofl*,  or  be  filed  as  accounts  in  bar,  in 
such  a  court.    Milbvrn  v«.  Chiyther,  92. 

3.  Joint  debts  cannot  be  set  off  against  separate  debts,  nor  separate  debt* 
against  joint  debts,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,     lb. 
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3.  With  respect  to  partiesy  as  between  whom  the  right  of  pleading  set 

offs,  or  filing  accounts  in  bar,  is  allowed,  the  same  rule  which  ap- 
plies to  the  statutes  of  2  and  8}  of  George  the  2nd,  is  applicable  to 
the  7th  section  of  the  act  of  1785,  ch.  46.    Jb. 

4.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff  sued  the  defendant  for  a  separate  debt  be- 

tween them.  Held:  that  the  defendant  could  not  set  off  against 
this  action  a  claim  for  his  share  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  and  freight 
of  a  ship  of  which  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  with  others,  were 
joint  owners,  and  which  was  sold  by  the  former,  with  the  joint 
consent  of  all,  and  for  the  benefit  of  all.    Ih, 

5.  A  joint  debt  cannot  be  set  off  against  a  separate  one,  nor  a  separate 

debt  against  a  joint  demand.     WiUon  and  Co.,  o*.  Keedy,  195. 

6.  In  this  case  it  was  Hcld  :  that  a  debt  dae  by  a  partnership  of  which 

the  plaintiff  was  a  member,  to  the  defendant,  eonld  not  be  aet  off 
against  the  separato  elaim  of  the  plaintiff.    i6. 

8HERIFPS  SALE. 

See  CoNSTRUOTioN  op  Acts  and  Statutes,  3. 

SLANDER  AND  LIBEL. 

1.  In  an  action  of  slander,  the  plaintiff  cannot  ofier  evidence  in  aggnu 

▼ation  of  damages,  until  he  has  offered  some  testimony  tending  to 
prove  the  charges  in  the  declaration.     Winter  ««.  Danovdn,  370, 

2.  The  second  count  in  the  nar,  charged  the  defendant  with  writing  a 

libellous  letter  to  the  witness,  on  the  3rd  of  July,  1845,  charging  the 
plaintiff  with  obtaining  (300  from  defendant,  on  false  pretences. 
Without  proof  of  any  of  the  counts,  the  plaintiff  asked  the  witneaa 
**  if,  at  any  time  during  the  summer  of  1845,  he  received  from  de- 
fendant any  letter  or  letters  relative  to  the  employment  of  the  plain- 
tiff, by  defendant,  as  his  agent,  and  the  advance  by  the  former  to 
the  latter  of  $300,  on  account  of  such  agency,  and  the  charge 
against  the  latter  of  having  obtained  the  sum  by  false  pretences  7" 
Hblo  :  that  this  was  a  loading  question,  and  was  properly  rejected. 

lb. 

3.  An  answer  in  the  affirmative  would  not  have  proved  that  the  alleged 

libel  corresponded  with  the  allegation  in  the  second  eoant  of  the 
nar,  and  wonld  have  been  parol  proof  of  the  contents  of  a  written 
paper,  without  its  appearing  that  any  effort  was  made  to  get  paeses. 
■ion  of  the  paper  itself.    /5. 

4.  If  a  defendant,  after  publication  of  a  libel,  takes  possession  of  it,  and 

retains  it,  he  most  have  notice  to  produce  it,  and  refuse,  before  parol 
evidence  can  be  given  of  its  contents    lb, 

5.  Slight  variances  between  the  words  charged,  and  the  words  contained 

in  the  libel,  will  prove  fatal,  and  the  contents  of  a  libel  cannot  be 
proved  by  parol,  until  some  attempt  has  been  made  to  produce  the 
libel  itself,    ib. 
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6.  In  an  action  of  alander,  if  the  words  stated  in  the  declaration  are 

not  actionable  per  m«  objections  to  the  insufficiency  of  the  deda. 
ration  may  be  taken  adTantage  of  by  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment. 
Dortey  vs.  Whifpt^  457. 

7.  Where  words  are  prima  faeie  actionable,  no  prefatory  indneement  ia 

required,  but  the  reverse  is  the  case  where  the  words  do  not  naturally 
and  per  ee  convey  the  meaning  the  plaintiff  would  give  to  them,  or 
if  reference  to  some  extrinsic  matter  is  necessary,  in  order  to  their 
explanation.    lb. 

8.  Saying  of  the  plaintiff,  **Af  A  told  me,  during  the  time  he  was  man- 

^ginfiT  ^or  Mr»  O,  he.  A,  missed  some  of  the  plough  irons  ftom  a 
plough,  and,  on  going  to  plaintiff's  shop,  he  there  found  the  irons, 
and  that  he  then  aeked  plaintiff  how  those  irons  came  into  bis 
shop?  and  plaintiff  replied,  he  knew  not,  but  requested  him.  A,  to 
say  nothing  about  it,  as  it  would  be  injurious  to  his  character,*'  is 
not  per  »e  actionable.     Ih, 

9.  Saying  of  the  plaintiff,  "  I  hare  been  informed  that  some  gentleman 

in  the  neighborhood  of  plaintiff  had  missed  some  clevises  off  his 
ploughs,  and  went  to  plaintiff's  to  have  others  made,  and  on  arriv- 
ing there,  found  his  clevises  in  the  possession  of  plaintiff,  that  he 
claimed  the  clevines,  and  plaintiff  pretended  not  to  know  how  they 
came  into  hie  shop,  but  aflerwards  acknowledged  that  he  had  pur. 
cliased  them  from  one  of  claimant's  negroes,  and  begged  him  to  say 
nothing  about  it,  as  it  would  ruin  him,'^  is  not  per  et  actionable.  lb, 

10.  No  words  are  actionable  unJefts  they  impute  a  crime  to  the  plaintiff, 

which  would  subject  him  to  punishipont,  and  in  deciding  what 
words  are  actionable,  the  courts  have  shown  no  wish  to  encourage 
litigation.     Ih, 

11.  If  words  are  not  actionable  in  themselves,  their  meaning  cannot  bo 

extended  by  an  innuendo  so  as  to  make  them  actionable.     A. 

12.  If  the  words  may  be  understood  in  a  sense  not  criminal,  there  must 

be  a  colloquium  in  the  prefatory  part  of  the  declaration,  to  show 
they  were  spoken  in  a  criminal  sense,    i2. 

13.  The  office  of  an  innuendo  is  to  explain  doubtful  words,  where  there 

is  matter  sufficient  in  the  declaration  to  maintain  the  action ;  it  can- 
not extend  the  sense  of  the  words  beyond  their  ow<i  meaning,  un- 
less something  be  put  upon  the  record  for  it  to  explain,     lb* 

14.  The  plaintiff  having  proved  the  words  cliarged,  and  other  words 

showing  malice,  the  defendant,  for  the  purpose  of  justifying  such 
other  words,  offered,  without  objection,  proof  of  matters  impeaching 
the  plaintiff's  character ;  whereupon  the  latter,  with  a  view  to  rebut 
thie  evidence  impeaching  hie  integrity,  offered  to  give  evidence  that 
he  has  always  been  reputed,  among  all  hia  acquaintances,  as  a  man 
of  integrity.    Held  :  that  it  was  error  to  admit  this  evidence.    Jb, 

15.  If  the  slander  be  not  justified,  the  law  presumes  the  character  of  the 

71        V.8 
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plaintiff  to  be  good,  and  it  has  boon  recently  decided,  that  evidenoe 
of  character,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  is  inadmissible,  whether 
there  is  a  justification  or  not.     lb, 

SLAVERY. 

See  Manumission, 

SPECIFIC  EXECUTION  OF  CONTRACTS. 

1'.  A  grandfather,  in  view  of  the  marriage  of  his  grandson,  promised  and 
agreed  with  the  parties,  and  the  mother  and  friends  of  the  lady,  to 
buy  a  farm,  stock  and  furnish  it,  and  place  his  grandson  upon  it, 
pay  his  debts,  and  give  him  a  start  in  the  world.  The  marriage 
was  celebrated,  and  shortly  thereafter,  the  grandfather  purchased 
a  farm  for  about  $9,000,  and  put  his  grandson  and  wife  in  posses- 
sion thereof,  in  part  stocked  it,  and  soon  after  died,  leaving  a 
will,  by  which  he  devised  one-third  of  the  residue  of  his  estate, 
amounting  to  over  $150,000,  to  his  grandson,  for  life,  with  remain- 
der to  his  children,  in  fee,  if  any  living  at  his  death,  and  if  none, 
then  to  his  two  granddaughters,  to  whom  the  remaining  two-thirds 
were  devised,  with  similar  limitations.  The  grandson  and  wife 
then  filed  a  bill  against  the  other  devisees  and  executor  of  the 
grandfather,  alleging  that  the  latter  agreed  to  purchase  and  stock 
a  farm  Jor  complainants,  if  the  proposed  marriage  between  them 
should  be  consummated,  and  to  pay  all  the  debts  of  his  grandson, 
and  furnish  adequate  means  for  the  support  of  him  and  his  wife, 
for  the  first  year  after  their  marriage;  that  after  their  marriage, 
the  grandfather,  in  part  execution  of  this  agreementy  purchased  the 
farm  above  mentioned,  &c.,  but  died  without  executing  a  deed  to 
complainants,  for  the  land,  or  performing  the  other  parts  of  this 
agreement,  which  the  bill  prays  may  be  specifically  executed. 
Pending  this  suit,  the  wife  died  without  issue,  and  it  appearing, 
from  the  proof,  that  the  g^randfather  had  the  title  to  the  farm  con- 
veyed to  himself,  after  the  marriage,  and  while  the  grandson  and 
his  wife  were  in  the  possession  of  it,  and  that  it  was  his  intention 
to  give  the  possession,  only,  of  the  farm,  and  not  the  title,  to  the 
grandson,  whom  he  wished  to  reclaim  from  dissipated  and  ex- 
travagant habits,  the  chancellor  dismissed  the  bill,  and  this  decree 
was,  on  appeal,  affirmed.     Waters  vs.  Howard,  et  at.,  261. 

2.  The  circumstances  of  the  case  are  clearly  distinguishable  from  those 

of  Dugan,  et  aL,  vs.  GUtings,  et  al.,  3  GUI,  138.     Ih. 

3.  Marriage  is  a  good  and  valuable  consideration  to  sustain  a  contract. 

But  the  contract  must  be  certain  in  all  its  particulars;  so  clear 
and  definite,  and  so  far  satisfactorily  proved,  as  to  be  capable  of 
specific  execution.     Jb. 

4.  If  it  be  a  parol  contract,  to  take  it  out  of  the  statute  for  part  per- 

formance, the  terms  must  be  definite  and  unequivocal.  If  uncer- 
tain or  ambiguous,  a  specific  performance  will  not  be  decreed,  for 
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the  court  may  enforce  what  the  parties  never  intended,  or  contem- 
plated.    16. 

5.  If  a  contract  is  sufficiently  established  or  admitted,  it  still  remains 

with  a  court  of  equity,  as  a  matter  of  sound  discretion,  whether, 
under  the  circumstances,  they  will  decree  specific  performance. 

lb. 

6.  In  6ases  of  specific  performance,  courts  of  equity  may  exercise  a 

sound,  reasonable  discretion,  governed  by  rules  and  principles,  as 
far  as  may  be,  yet  granting  or  withholding  relief  when  those  rules 
and  principles  will  not  furnish  any  exact  measure  of  justice,  ac- 
cording to  the  circumstances  of  each  case,  or  where  the  decree, 
under  the  circumstances,  would  be  inequitable.     lb, 

7.  If  a  marriage  contract,  containing  provisions  for  children,  has  been 

established,  and  in  part  executed,  and  the  wife  dies  without  issue, 
and,  by  such  death,  the  surviving  husband  has  suffered  no  injury 
or  prejudice  by  what  has  been  done  towards  the  promised  provision 
for  his  wife,  equity  will  not  interfere  to  decree  specific  execution 
in  his  favor.     lb. 

8.  Where  a  grandfather  made  provision  for  the  marriage  of  his  grand- 

son, which  he  did  not  fulfil  to  the  letter,  but,  by  his  will,  made  a 
larger  and  much  more  beneficial  one,  this  latter  provision  is  a 
substitute  for  the  former,  and  excludes  the  idea  of  a  double  portion 
to  the  grandson.     /6. 

9.  A  fipecific  performance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands,  will  not  be 

decreed  on  the  application  of  the  vendor,  unlosR  his  ability  to  make 
■acb  a  title  aa  he  has  agreed  to  make,  be  unquestionable.     Owinga 
v»,  Baldwin  and  Wheeler,  337. 
10.  Part  of  the  land  sold  under  the  above  contract,  was  conveyed,  in  1799, 
to  O  and  P,  aa  joint  tenants,  in  fee.     In  April,  1SI8,  P  sold  hia  in. 
terest  therein  to  O,  to  whom  he  gave  a  paper,  signed  by  himself,  and 
attested  by  two  witnesses,  stating  that  he  agreed  to  take  $d,000  for 
his  interest  in  said  property,  **  which  is  now  bound  by  a  judgment 
held  by  O,  and  under  execution  for  the  same.'*    The  witnesses  to 
this  paper  prove,  that  it  was  agreed  between  O  and  P,  to  credit  the 
95,000  on  the  judgment  held  by  O,  which  was  then  done  in  P*« 
presence.     Possession  was  shortly  afterwards  delivered  to  O,  who, 
with  those  claiming  under  him,  has  held  unintctrnpted  and  undis- 
puted possession  of  the  property  until  1845,  the  date  of  the  sale  to 
appellees.    P  survived  O,  and  died  in  ]H*2G,  never  having  executed 
a  deed  for  the  property  to  the  latter,  who  died  in  1819.     In  May, 
1818,  O  sold  the  property  to  B,  and  executed  a  bond  of  conveyance, 
but  no  deed,  therefor.    B  took  and  remained   in  possession  until 
1830,  when  the  executors  of  O,  having  recovered  judgment  against 
B,  for  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  duo  by  him,  issued  exe- 
cutions, under  which  the  property  was  sold  and  conveyed  by  the 
sheriff  to  the  appellant,  who,  in  184G,  contracted  to  sell  it  to  the 
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appelleev.  Hbld  :  That  this  title  of  the  appellant,  thus  offered, 
was  not  infficient  to  authorise  a  court  of  equity  to  decree  a  specific 
performance  of  the  contract  made  with  the  appeHees,  and  compel 
them  to  accept  the  title  of  the  vendor  in  this  condition.     lb. 

11.  The  title  of, the  appellant  depending,  in  a  great  measure,  upon  the 

individaal  knowledge  of  the  attesting  witnesses  to  this  paper,  one 
of  whom  is  already  dead,  and  the  duration  of  this  proof  being  pre- 
carious, and  the  appellant  having  filed  a  bill  against  the  heirs  of  P, 
to  perfect  his  title  at  law,  which  bill  he  dismissed,  and  the  records 
of  the  court  showing  no  entry  of  the  credit  on  the  judgments  against 
P,  a  court  of  equity  having  a  due  regard  to  the  claims  which  might 
arise  from  the  heirs  of  P,  upon  the  death  of  the  remaining  attesting 
witnesses,  would  not  compel  the  appellees  to  accept  this  title,    lb. 

12.  B  filed  a  bill  claiming  the  land  under  his  contract  of  May,  1818,  and 

impeaching  the  Talidity  of  the  sale  by  the  sheriff.  The  answers  to 
this  bill  swore  away  all  its  equity,  and  were  supported  by  proof. 
Hkld  :  that  the  pendency  of  this  suit,  under  such  circumstances, 
was  not  a  suflicient  ground  for  a  court  of  equity  to  refuse  to  compel 
the  appellants  to  execute  their  contract.    Jb. 

13.  The  mere  commencement  of  a  suit  for  the  recovery  of  the  whole,  or 

a  part  of  the  land  sold,  after  the  filing  of  a  bill  for  the  specific  eze. 
cution  of  the  contract  of  sale,  is  not,  of  itself,  sufficient  to  prevent 
the  vendee's  being  decreed  to  accept  the  title,  provided  it  appears,  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  that  the  suit  so  commeuced  cannot  be 
successfully  prosecuted.    Jb. 

14.  The  appellant  having  purchased,  at  sheriff's  sale,  the  interest  of  B, 

under  his  bond  of  conveyance,  which  was  a  mere  equitable  title, 
subject  to  a  lien  for  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  due  by  B, 
and  this  being  the  only  title  he  professed  to  have,  the  appellees  were 
not  bound  to  accept  it.    lb. 

15.  A  married  woman,  without  the  knowledge,  privity  or  consent  of  her 

husband,  made  a  parol  agreement  with  her  brother  to  mortgage  to 
him  certain  of  her  leasehold  property,  being  induced  to  do  so  by  the 
professions  of  her  brother,  that  it  was  an  arrangement  to  secure  her 
a  provision,  in  the  event  of  her  becoming  a  widow.  Hbld  :  that 
to  grant  an  application  by  the  brother,  for  the  specific  performance 
of  such  an  agreement,  would  violate  the  principles  of  both  law  and 
equity.    Berry  vs.  Cox  and  wife,  466. 

STALE  DEMAND. 

1.  A  husband  died,  in  1809,  seized  of  real  estate,  of  which  hb  widow 
was  dowable.  In  1841,  the  widow  filed  a  bill  to  recover  her  proper- 
tion  of  rents  and  profits,  against  the  ezecntor  of  the  party  who  had 
received  them  from  1809  to  1897.  No  person  bound  to  assign  dower 
was  made  defendant,  and  she  had  never  recovered  dower  at  law  or  in 
equity,  and  made  no  demand  for  it  in  this  bill.    No  demand  for 
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dower  had  oTer  been  made  by  her  until  1898,  when  the  sued  at  law 
for  the  same  rents  and  profits  claimed  in  this  bill,  and  in  that  suit 
the  yerdict  and  judgement  were  against  her.  No  excuse  for  this  delay 
was  giren,  except  the  allegation  in  the  bill,  that  **  she  was  not  ap. 
prised  of  her  rights  until  after  the  death,  in  1837,  of  the  party  who 
had  received  said  rents  and  profits.'*  She  had,  also,  in  1839,  assign- 
ed, by  deed,  all  her  dower  interest  to  a  third  party.  Hkld  :  that  she 
could  not  recover.  Kiddall  vs.  Trimble^  207. 
9.  If  there  were  no  other  objection  to  it,  this  would  be  regarded  as  a 
stale  demand,  a  demand  too  recently  set  up  to  be  established  in 
equity,     it, 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

1.  Where  the  statute  of  frauds  is  relied  on  in  the  answer,  as  a  bar  to  a 
specific  execution  of  a  parol  contract,  it  can  only  be  evaded  by  full 
proof  of  the  acts  of  part  performance  charged  in  the  bill.  Owinga 
V8,  Baldwin  and  WheeUr,  337. 

3.  Where  possession  of  lands  was  delivered,  not  under  the  contract  sought 
to  be  enforced,  but  another  subsidiary  agreement,  the  original  con- 
tract still  remaining  unroscinded,  it  will  not  remove  the  bar  of  the 
statute,     lb* 

See  CoNTaACT,  5. 

STREETS. 

See  Construction  op  Acts  and  Statutes,  15. 

SURETIES. 

See  Contribution,  3. 

Practice  in  Chancery,  6,  8. 

TENANT  IN  TAIL. 
See  Estates  Tail. 

TRANSCRIPT  OF  RECORD. 
See  Removal  or  Cases,  1. 

TRIAL. 

See  Removal  or  Cases,  13. 

TRUST,  TRUSTEE.  .    ,^t,  **>  *^"^^  5^* 

1.  Three  per«on«  conveyed  thoir  land,  to  <.t«l»W*»' '"  \    ■p^*-°  ,^^^ 

-_.u.  ....      .   / v..«  to  iView  leg      ^^     «. 

ngirded  as  one  common    fiRnd,   to  be  *9^       ^rioti^y*     ^    '•'^^ 


pay  the  debts  of  the  grantors,  accorduie  ^°    .  ^  jj^^nt*  ^^     -9.^^- 

At  the  time  of  this  conveyance,  there  v?«*°  ^^  *   « -  i    *^^  — ^  '^'^^ 


amount  against  the  grantors,  both  iomV\^  ^^         \andB 
in  admin iatArintr  *k:a  «mi«t..    the  nrocAnda  ^^        .   .     *^ 


gainst  all  or  any  of  the  graoatora,  accoidv^^      ^  ugVi®*^ 
fcwnoeto  the  source  ueheiRCO   the  fund  ato*®'       y^^  t^ 
"wntswer*  against  one*  I'wo,  or  all  tho^jt**'^^ 
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ceeds  of  the  lands  of  each  wore  to  be  applied  respectively  to  the  jadg' 
inents  against  each,  according  to  priority.     Dodge  vs.  Doub,  16. 

2.  A  party  who  purchased  the  lands  conveyed  by  one  of  the  grantors, 

and  applied  his  purchase  money  in  discharge  of  judgments  against 
such  grantor,  cannot  be  called  upon  to  contribute,  or  account  with 
any  one,  except  the  purchasers  of  such  grantors*  lands,  or  his  un- 
satisfied judgment  creditors,  prior,  in  point  of  date,  to  those  satisfied 
by  him,     Jb, 

3.  The  English  chancery  rule,  in  regard  to  the  securities  in  which  trust 

funds  must  bo  invested,  has  never  beon  literally  nor  analogically  ex. 
tended  to  Maryland,     Gray^  et  a/.,  v«.  Lynch  and  McDonald,  4.03. 

4.  In  this  State,  trustees  holding  funds  directed  to  be  invested  in  stocks, 

have  always  been  in  the  habit  of  making  such  investments  in  bank 
stock,  find  if  such  usage  had  never  before  existed,  its  commencement 
would  have  been  analogically  justified  by  the  4th  and  5tli  sections 
of  the  act  of  1831,  ch.  315,  empowering  the  orphans  courts,  in  their 
discretion,  to  order  executors,  administrators  and  guardians  to  invest 
trust  funds  in  their  hands  in  bank  stock.     Jb, 

5.  A  testator  devised  to  three  trustees,  by  name,  certain  property  in 

trust,  to  sell  and  convert  it  into  money,  and  invest  the  proceeds  in 
**8ome  safe  and  profitable  stock,**  which  they  were  to  hold  in  trust 
for  the  sole  and  separate  use  of  the  testator's  two  daughters. 
Held:  that  this  was  a  power  coupled  with  an  interest  or  trust, 
which,  upon  the  death  of  one,  could  be  executed  by  the  surviving 
trustees.     lb, 

6.  A  mere  naked  power  to  sell,  not  coupled  with  an  interest^  does  not 

survive,  but  when  the  power  is  coupled  with  an  interest,  it  may 
be  executed  by  the  survivor,  and  it  is  the  possession  of  the  legal 
estate,  or  a  right  in  the  subject  over  which  the  power  is  to  be  ex- 
ercised, which  makes  the  interest  in  question.     Jb, 

7.  Where  a  power  per  se  is  merely  naked,  yet  if,  in  other  parts  of  the 

will,  there  are  trusts  and  duties  imposed,  which  require  a  sale  to 
efiectuate  the  intent  of  the  testator,  the  power  survives,    /ft. 

8.  As  co-trustees  have  an  authority  coupled  with  an  interest,  their 

office  survives.     lb, 

9.  The  act  of  1822,  ch.  162,  abolishing  estates  in  joint  tenancy,  docs 

not  apply,  and  was  never  intended  to  apply,  to  devises  or  grants  made 
to  trustees,  for  the  benefit  of  third  persons,     lb. 

10.  Where  trustees  were  directed,  by  the  will,  to  invest  money  in  stock, 

and  hold  the  same  in  trust  for  certain  purposes,  after  an  investment 
was  once  made,  if  the  money  should  be  returned  to  them  without 
default  on  their  part,  they  would  have  the  power,  and  would  be. 
bound  to  provide  for  its  reinvestment,     lb. 

1 1 .  Where  the  trustee,  without  application  to  the  court,  does  an  act  which, 

upon  application,  would  have  been  ordered,  and  was,  at  the  time  it 
was  done,  obviously  for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned,  his  act  will  bei 
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only  where  relief  is  loufrht  against  payment  and  compliance  with 
an  usurioui  contract,     l^homaa  vt.  Doubt  1* 
VACATING  DEEDS. 

1.  Relief  will  be  granted  against  a  deed  where  oppression  or  imposition 
has  been  practised  in  obtaining  it ;  and  gross  inadequacy  of  price  is 
one  of  the  evidences  of  such  imposition  or  oppression.  Hays  of. 
Sollist  357. 

d.  The  rule  of  law  which  denies  to  a  party  claiming  under  the  deed,  the 
privilege  of  sustaining  it  by  any  other  consideration  than  that  men- 
tioned in  it,  does  not  allow  a  grantor  or  donor  to  destroy  his  own 
deed,  by  showing  a  consideration  different  from  the  one  expressed 
on  its  face.     /6. 

3.  Cases  may  occur  where  it  may  be  indicative  to  a  greater  or  less  extent 
of  fraud,  imposition,  or  imbecility,  but  a  smaller  or  diflbrent  con- 
sideration can  never,  of  itself,  avail  a  grantor  or  donor,  of  competent 
intellect,  to  avoid  his  solemn  deed,  executed  with  full  knowledge  and 
free  consent.    /&. 

VARIANCE. 

See  Description  of  Land. 

VARIATION  OF  THE  COMPASS- 
See  Ejectment,  11. 

VENIRE. 

1.  In  removals  from  the  King's  bench,  the  venire  in  the  indictment  re- 

mains  the  same ;  the  place  of  trial  alone  is  changed.  Price  e«.  TAe 
State,  295. 

2.  The  words  of  the  record,  **  whereupon,  let  a  jury  thereon  appear 

before  the  court,  immediately  by  whom,  and  so  forth,"  state  the 
venire  for  the  petit  jury,  and  the  expression,  **ten  of  which 
said  jurors  being  called  come,  and  so  forth,*'  refers  to  the  impan- 
nelling,  electing,  and  trying  of  the  individual  jurors,  ^d  not  to 
the  venire.     76. 

WILL  AND  TESTAMENT. 

1.  A*  testator  gave  legacies  to  several  of  his  children,  adding  thereto  the 
words,  **  and  no  mare  of  my  estate.**  Held  :  that  these  words  can. 
not  have  the  effect  to  exclude  such* children  from  participating  in 
the  undisposed  of  residue  of  the  estate ;  neither  can  they  give  such 
reeidue  by  in^lieation  to  the  other  children,  to  whose  legacies  no 
such  restriction  was  Hinexed.  Stewart  and  Wife,  m.  Pattieon^e 
Exe*r9,  41. 

3.  A  man  must  dispose  of  his  property  in  his  will,  by  saying  expressly, 

or  by  necessary  implication,  to  whom  it  shall  go ;  not  by  declaring 
to  whom  it  shall  not  go.  The  law  will  not  sanction  a  disposition 
in  this  latter  mode.     Tb. 
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3.  The  law  does  not  oonclade,  that  becaaie  a  man  has  d«tenninod  to 

disinherit  one  child,  he  means  that  all  the  rest  of  his  children  should 
be  his  residuary  legatees.  The  act  of  disinheriting  a  child,  is  one 
which  the  law  cannot  regard  very  fayorablj.     lb, 

4.  The  words  <«no  more  of  my  estate,"  may  be  rejected  as  sorplussage. 

They  evidence  an  intent ;  but  a  mere  intention  will  not  exclude  the 
children  to  whose  legacies  they  are  annexed,  from  their  shares  of 
the  residuum  of  the  estate.    76. 

5.  A  testator  gave,  by  his  will,  to  two  of  his  daughters,  ^  1,500  each,  to 

be  paid  them  by  their  brother,  to  whom  he  devised,  by  the  same 
will,  certain  real  estate,  which  he  afterwards  conveyed  to  such 
brother  by  deed.  Hcld  :  that  these  daughters  were  not  entitled  to 
have  this  sum  paid  them  out  of  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate. 
If  payable  at  all,  it  must  be  claimed  of  tho  devisee,  who,  by  the  will, 
is  required  to  pay  it.    lb, 

6.  If  a  will  sufficient  to  pass  personalty,  gives  a  legacy  to  the  heir,  and 

devises  the  realty  away  from  him,  he  may  take  the  legacy,  and  claim 
the  estate  by  descent ;  but  if  the  legacy  be  on  the  express  condition 
annexed,  that  he  shall  confirm  the  devise,  he  cannot  take  the  legacy 
and  disaffirm  the  devise.    Jones  vi,  Jones,  197. 

7.  The  wills  of  infants  and  feme  coverts  being  void  as  to  realty,  raise 

no  implication,  and  the  heir  may  claim  both  the  legacy  and  the 
land  devised  to  another,  by  such  a  will.    lb, 

8.  A  will  of  lands  that  is  not  executed  and  attested  according  to  our 

statutes,  can  create  no  election  as  to  the  lands  here,  from  implica- 
tion, because  such  an  instrument  is  no  will  here,  and,  therefore,  in. 
operative,    lb, 

9.  In  this  case,  a  will  was  executed  in  Pennsylvania,  before  two  wit- 

nesses only,  and,  therefore,  void  as  to  the  lands  in  Maryland,  It 
contained  no  express  condition  requiring  an  election  as  to  the  lands 
here.  Held  :  that  it  could  not  operate  to  divest  a  child  of  his  in- 
heritance here,  or  put  him  to  his  election.  lb, 
10.  A  testator,  by  his  will,  devised  **  that  all  his  negroes  be  free  at  the 
age  of  thirty-eight  years,  provided  they  leave  the  State  within 
thirty  days  after  they  attain  said  age,*'  **and  should  they  return 
to  reside  in  the  State,  my  will  is,  then,  that  they  shall  be  slaves  to 
my  heirs."  Held:  That  the  conditions  attached  to  this  bequest 
of  freedom,  are  conditions  subsequent,  and,  being  subsequent,  are 
wholly  unauthorised  by  the  act  of  Assembly,  and,  therefore,  void. 
Spencer  vs.  ^egro  Dennis,  314. 

WITNESS. 

8es  Evidence. 

WRIT  OP  ERROR. 
See  Appeal,  1. 
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